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ABSTRACT 
Office Automation and 
Human Iss ues 
(February, 1986) 
Barbara Cleon Eve, B.A., University of Massachusetts 
M.Ed., Ed.D, University of Massachusetts 
Directed by: Professor William Lauroesch 
The study investigated perceptions and practices of 
state agency personnel with regard to office automation and 
personal, interpersonal, and job related change. The study 
also explored and identified changes in the structure of 
the organization and in the way the organization serves its 
clients, as well as examined the issue of computer skill 
training . 
The study was based upon an ex post facto research 
design and involved both quantitative and qualitative 
methods of inquiry. Data collection was via questionnaire 
and interview surveys. Triangulation techniques and inter¬ 
coder agreement procedures were utilized to assure 
reliability of the study outcomes. 
The results of the research provide information about 
how personnel in one public agency responded to office 
automation. Analysis of the data disclosed that: 
1. Transition to an a utoma ted s y s t em was positive. 
2. Users have not changed personally since the 
current system was introduced. 
3. The System was perceived as necessary for the job 
the subjects do. 
A. The System needs to be kept for the job they do. 
5. The System has altered the way in which subjects 
accomplish their job. 
6. There has been an increase in the efficiency of 
the subjects’ work since the System was first introduced. 
7. There was consensus that everyone needs to know 
how to use the System. 
8. The System was viewed as necessary for 
accomplishing the work of the agency. 
9. There was widespread belief that the System needs 
to be connected to other sub-departments and agencies. 
10. There was belief that the System needs to be 
enlarged to include other sub-departments and agencies. 
11. There is a positive change in the way the agency 
serves its clients. 
12. The System is helping the agency accomplish the 
specific goals of the agency. 
13. Users want more training. 
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CHAPTER I 
INTRODUCTION 
Tempora mutantur, nos et mutamur in illis. 
[Times change, and we change with them . . . .] 
Translated by John Owen 
in Epigrams, 1615 
Affirmation of a technological evolution is everywhere 
in our lives; computers activate elevators inside our 
public buildings, microwave ovens within our homes, 
automatic bank tellers in front of our banks, and word 
processors at our workplaces. This knowledge brings dread 
to the hearts of some and pleasure to the faces of others. 
Since projections estimate that 75% of all future American 
workers will need to use computers in some aspect of their 
work (Henderson, 1982), it is reasonable to believe the 
computer age will affect the majority of -the population, 
one way or another, soon. 
The role of the nontechnical office worker is just 
such a role experiencing change in the wake of this 
technological evolution. Nontechnical office worker roles 
may be altered profoundly as a consequence of individual 
and organizational responses to technological options 
offered. Furthermore, the success or failure of the 
electronic office may depend on how employees respond to 
office automation. Alan Westin, a professor at Columbia 
1 
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University and President of the Educational Fund for 
Individual Rights (cited in Salmans, 1983), reinforces this 
position when he stated, "In the 1980s and 1990s, the issue 
of how the new technology will be used will be the single 
most important issue in office work" (p. 134). Added to 
the significance of this statement is the realization that 
the technology itself is neutral. As Salmans (1983) 
pointed out, What is critical is how the technology is 
applied by the organization” (p. 133). 
Zuboff (1982) addressed the issue of how that change 
might proceed : 
New forms of technology inevitably change the ways 
people are mobilized to work as well as the kinds of 
skills and behavior that are critical for 
productivity. These changes are rarely born without 
pain and conflict—nor do they emerge exactly as 
planners envision them. Instead, new conceptions of 
work organization and behavior emerge from an 
interaction between the demands of a new technology, 
its social organization, and the responses of the men 
and women who work with the new technological systems, 
(p. 143) 
What are these changes? What will these new conceptions of 
work organization and behavior look like? These are 
important questions to ask. They are important because 
decision makers and information users must begin to know 
and understand what some of these changes and conceptions 
are in order to begin to address potential concerns, 
issues, and conflicts with regard to office automation. 
3 
Statement of Problem 
Very little empirical research has been found on 
office automation by the investigator, and even less on the 
effect of office automation on personnel and organizations. 
Therefore, in an attempt to help remedy the situation, this 
study explores, identifies, and describes possible changes 
with regard to the introduction of office automation. 
Statement of Purpose 
The purpose of this study is to gain knowledge and 
insight into perceptions and practices of nontechnical 
office personnel regarding their work role during a time of 
rapid technological change. This change is the 
introduction of a computer system into their office 
workplace. The investigation also identifies 
characteristics of these office personnel undergoing office 
automation . 
The study focuses on the experiences, opinions, and 
feelings of computer system users concerning (a) their 
response and (b) the perceived organizational response to 
office automation. The setting is a sub-department in a 
state agency whose goal is the full integration of a 
computer system to create a comprehensive, computer 
information and processing system for their operations. 
4 
The specific purposes of this study are as follows: 
1) to describe personal changes that have happened to 
the system user, 
to identify changes which have occurred in the 
system user’s job, 
3) to explore and categorize changes in the structure 
of the organization, and 
4) to identify changes in the way the Department 
serves its clients. 
In addition, specific questions concentrate on (a) the 
respondent and his or her co-workers and (b) training. 
Significance of the Study 
The study provides information about how personnel in 
a public agency responded to office automation. The 
results of the descriptive research are intended to provide 
(a) potentially significant research and (b) a useful 
perspective on office automation. The potential 
significance of the research concerns the utilization of 
the investigator’s systematic inquiry and further research 
with similar purposes, within comparable populations in 
order to generalize results. The useful perspective 
involves the utilization of the investigator’s research to 
provide information about how to introduce office 
effectively and better manage computer automation more 
5 
systems currently in place. 
Limitations of Study 
The limitations of the study are complex. In terms of 
research, the conclusions of the study cannot be 
generalized to a larger population. These conclusions 
describe the particular characteristics, perceptions, and 
practices of a sub-department within a large state agency. 
Further research of similar populations is necessary in 
order to generalize some or all of the conclusions. 
However, in terms of functional application, the 
conclusions of the study may be utilized in a thoughtful 
and practical manner by decision makers and information 
users thinking about or undergoing office automation. 
Organization of the Study 
The study is presented in seven chapters. The first 
chapter consists of an overview of the study. It includes 
(a) an introduction, (b) a problem statement, (c) a 
statement of purpose, (d) the significance of the study, 
(e) study limitations, and (f) the organization of the 
study. The second chapter contains a review of the 
literature with regard to office automation and human 
6 
issues. The third chapter covers the design of the study. 
The next two chapters, Chapters Four and Five, incorporate 
a detailed presentation and analysis of the data. The 
organization of these data are chronological and correspond 
to the administration of the surveys: (a) the questionnaire 
and (b) the interview. The sixth chapter consists of an 
interpretation of the presentation and analysis of survey 
data. The last chapter, Chapter Seven, presents the 
summary, conclusions, and recommendations of the study. 
The summary includes the (a) focus of the study, (b) design 
of the study, (c) critical research data, and (d) 
comparisons of particular references from the literature 
review with specific profile and response data. 
chapter I I 
REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE 
Introduction 
The review of the literature relating to the topic of 
office automation and human issues uncovered both a 
profusion and scattering of information on the subject. 
That is, much expert commentary was presented, but little 
systematic inquiry was undertaken. 
The investigator's solution to the dilemma was to 
examine the sources that existed. Therefore, a 
comprehensive review of the literature from January 1979 to 
August 1985 was completed. 
The reason for focusing on this particular six and one 
half year period was the relationship between the time span 
and the advent of the office microcomputer. The 
introduction of the microcomputer into the office work 
place began in 1979 (Eve & Braverman, 1984). The 
significance of this relationship involves the judgment 
that the personal computer made it possible to automate 
the office workplace. Accessibility, adaptability, and 
economic feasibility of the microcomputer contributed to 
this possibility. For example, by 1981 a microcomputer was 
purchasable for five thousand dollars (Purchase, 1984). 
The investigator used a particular process and 
7 
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concept in researching the data. The process required that 
all material relating to human issues and office automation 
gathered, (b) read, (c) categorized, (d) 
prioritized, and (e) presented. The concept required the 
employment of Checkland's (1981) systems thinking theory. 
The central concept of systems thinking embodies the idea 
of a set of elements connected together which form a whole, 
this showing properties which are properties of the whole, 
rather than properties of its component parts M (p. 3). 
The concept is different from the classic scientific system 
of reducing the world around us in order to learn more 
about it. 
In utilizing Checkland’s (1981) systems thinking 
concept, the investigator employed the theory to explore 
the complexity of dimensions relating to office automation 
and human issues as presented in the literature. The 
system seemed appropriate for an investigator whose 
objective was to familiarize the reader with the variety of 
data relating to office automation and human issues. These 
data included technological aspects of automation as well 
as sociological, psychological, physiological, political, 
and educational aspects. The alternative, using classic 
i 
scientific influence, would possibly have limited the 
reader’s focus to a specific area of exploration in order 
to support confirmation or negation of an investigator s 
particular hypothesis or hypotheses. 
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The utilized approach also insured discovery of issues 
that the experts in the field during the past six and one 
half years found salient rather than focusing on one or two 
areas that the investigator found important. The experts 
included (a) observers, (b) describers, and (c) 
practitioners as well as (d) researchers. These 
individuals were from many disciplines encompassing (a) 
technology, (b) management, (c) administration, and (d) 
research. The result of the review is an historical 
composite of the (a) issues, (b) events, (c) settings, and 
(d) players of importance over a specific span of time. 
In addition, this historical composite serves as a 
measure of comparison between expert commentary cited in 
the literature and the investigator's systematic inquiry 
into perceptions of a specific population which has 
undergone office automation. In utilizing this measure, 
however, it is important to note limitations. For example, 
the time span involved in these two perspectives is 
different; one encompasses a six and one half year interval 
of office automation which includes some projections, and 
the other covers a fourteen month period. 
The organization of the review of literature is 
thematic. The six themes discovered in the organization of 
the material are as follows: (a) factors influencing the 
structure of the office, (b) managerial function in the 
automated office, (c) effect of the information explosion 
10 
on office personnel, (d) significance of the microcomputer 
for managers, and (e) stages of adaptation in office 
automation . 
Factors Influencing the Structure of the Office 
Origin of the Office 
Offices are the last vestige of Nineteenth Century 
Prussian bureaucracy, with its hierarchy of specialized 
tasks and reliance on formal authority and written 
communication" (Driscoll, 1979, p. 108). This revealing 
bit of history suggests a system of activity set in motion 
by our ancestors. It also raises the question as to 
whether or not the office of today requires the same 
structure. Weick's (1979) contribution to the psychology 
of organizing seems particularly salient to this issue. 
"Orderliness is overestimated and erroneously given for 
adaptive success. Having been credited, orderly actions 
are implemented again in the future, and suddenly an 
organization is out of touch and saddled with antiquated, 
tight structures" (p. 186). 
Office of Today: Technological, Environmental, 
and Human Issues 
Three major developments were identified a: 
11 
interacting to make the office of today different from the 
office of yesterday. According to Connell (1983), these 
developments were: ”1) the office itself and how it is 
managed, 2) the explosion in technologies, and 3) the need 
to manage information" (p. 110). He also contended that the 
tools of technology will change continually, the 
behavior of users will change continually, and the 
environment in which technology is used will change 
continually" (1980, p. 76). Pask and Curran (1983) 
described the influence of changing technology in another 
way . 
When people build new tools—shovels or bulldozers or 
computers—they are influenced by the possibilities, 
often unexpected, opened up by using these tools; and 
as a result the tool evolves into something which 
reflects those changing ideas. (Pask & Curran, 1983, 
p. 2 ) 
Zuboff (1982) seems to elaborate upon this consideration 
when she observed that 
new forms of technology inevitably change the ways 
people are mobilized to work as well as the kinds of 
skills and behavior that are critical for 
productivity. These changes are rarely born without 
pain and conflict — nor do they emerge exactly as 
planners envision them. Instead, new conceptions of 
work organization and behavior emerge from an 
interaction between the demands of a new technology, 
its social organization, and the responses of the men 
and women who work with the new technological systems, 
(p. 143) 
Baker’s (1973) reasoning further expanded the idea of the 
ripple effect of interactions. • • [0]rgamzations 
themselves are changed in the course of interacting with 
12 
and adjusting to their environment and also change that 
environment” (p. 9). 
In light of this technological roulette, Connell 
(1980) pointed out , perhaps, an impossible leadership 
task. He said that change cannot be left to the 
technologist and specialist. If the office of the future 
is to be theirs, each manager and professional must be 
involved . 
Driscoll (1979) emphasized the physical aspect of 
automating the office when he stated, ". . . [0]ffice 
redesign is necessary to take maximum advantage of the 
automation of the office" (p. 106). For example, awareness 
of 10 to 15% more space for automated equipment as well as 
electricity, heating, and cooling for terminals (Wakin, 
1984). Driscoll (1979) also considered the issue of the 
failure of offices to explore innovative 
organizational designs . . . [being] due to the fact 
that managers themselves work in offices. Managers 
enjoy considerable power over other workers as well as 
the benefits of desirable working conditions. Those 
who advocate reducing status differentials and 
increasing the influence of nonmanagers [sic ] must 
anticipate resistance due to these fundamental 
differences in position. (p. 108) 
Walsh (1985) observed ”. . . office technology is altering 
corporate organizational structures by eliminating a number 
of middle-management roles and responsibilities (p. 17). 
"Today's technology is being called upon to perform some of 
the duties of [professionals, managers, and executives] . . 
., thereby saving money" (Walsh, 1985, p. 17). He 
13 
continued by noting, 
In an effort to safeguard their jobs, many white- 
collar workers are joining unions. In addition, they 
are becoming increasingly vocal in their attitudes 
toward advanced office technologies, ergonomics, 
lifetime employment, and participation in decisions 
regarding position reassignments and staff reductions, 
(p. 20) 
Mueller (1985) identified ”. . . a handful of forward- 
looking companies reduc[ing] their management hierarchies 
and bureaucracies” (p. 35) as a positive trend toward new 
thinking. He noted certain signals that support this ’new 
social geometry’: 
. A prevailing notion that hierarchy is 
often cumbersome and sometimes superfluous. 
. The belief that human networks are respectable. 
. The notion that today’s business organization has 
a plural mission—one that goes beyond the single 
economic goal of profit. (p. 36) 
Several other observers described additional 
alterations with regard to office automation. 0 Connel 
(1983) depicted the computer 
. . . as a tool of awesome versatility and power. . . 
. [It] can be used as an automatic file system, a 
letter-perfect typist, an accountant, and a 
communication devise. Unlike a single purpose tool, 
the computer takes on any task defined for it by the 
program it is currently running. (p. 55) 
Armstrong and Nuttal’s (1981) portrayal of alteration 
within an automated office focused on human as well as 
environmental and organizational issues. 
In an automated office, it is a virtual certainty that 
there will be changes in the number, kind, and 
location of terminals . . . soon after switching to 
automation. Ratios of machines to operators will 
change. Total staffing levels will fluctuate. 
14 
Departments will change in responsibilities, 
interrelationships, and proximity requirements. The 
ratio of managers to clerks will alter. (p. 54) 
Coggshall (1981) represented change in the automated 
office being generated by an increase in the utilization of 
the machines. He anticipated that 
. . . there will be a substantial increase in the use 
of electronic-based equipment for handling information 
in the office. Capability will be brought down to the 
individual level, with shifts in hardware design 
toward single-function components. (p. 96) 
In looking ahead Long (1982b) identified ". 
multifunction and communications . . . [as] the keystones 
of the 'office of the future' concept, whereby one system 
is capable of performing many types of tasks and . . . can 
transmit information to other systems . . . within the 
company or anywhere else in the world" (p. 13). 
Rockhold (1982) highlighted the integration of 
different technologies as playing a crucial role in the new 
office. In addition to simulation activities and 
telecommuting, he stated that the integration of 
electronic mail, voice recognition, word processing, video 
displays, and telephone systems are important, but the 
integration of technology with people is even more 
important because they can make or break any office 
automation system" (p. 66). Feigenbaum and McCorduck 
(1983) recognized the importance of people as well. They 
asserted, "If the environment is discordant, problems 
introducing computers are magnified" (p. 195). 
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Smith (1983) considered the excitement and confusion 
wrought by the pace of technology. He viewed technology ". 
. . advancing at such an accelerated pace that 
sophisticated information processing systems . . . are 
being introduced on a weekly basis" (pp. 12-13). 
Lasden (1983) saw subtle power shifts occurring with 
certain managers that didn't directly interact with the 
computer. He speculated that data base retrieval and 
computer-mediated communication had deep implication for 
the organizational structure as "these modes are far less 
sensitive to geographical or hierarchical barriers than any 
other that has preceded them" (p. 144). 
Kleinschrod (1980) raised a comforting note in dealing 
with these changes. 
The office systems now possible to build, as well as 
the process of designing them, appear complex. But 
they comprise basic, identifiable, and manageable 
elements. Among these are work flows, work rules, 
personnel, timetables for change, and many familiar 
office operations whose developments we have guided 
for years. (p. 29 ) 
Communications 
Zuboff (1982) noted that 
electronic technology is altering the 
traditional structure and function of communication 
within the organization. Who interacts with whom in 
the organization? Can the neat chain of command 
hierarchy be maintained? Should it be? What does it 
take to lead or influence others when communication 
itself becomes computer mediated? Finally, who is 
likely to gain or lose as we make the transition to 
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this environment? (p. 152) 
Furthermore, Zuboff (1982) asserted that technological 
. . . developments make it necessary to rethink basic 
conceptions of the nature of organization and 
management. What is an organization if people do not 
have to come face to face in order to accomplish their 
work? Does the organization itself become an 
abstraction? What happens to the shared purpose and 
commitment of members if their face-to-face 
interaction is reduced? Similarly, how should an 
'abstract* organization be managed? (p. 152) 
Jack Niles, director of information technology at the 
University of Southern California Center for Future 
Research (cited in Salmans, 1983), envisioned that "by 
the end of the century . . . , as much as 20% of the work 
force [could be] telecommuting part-time . . from their 
home or satellite office. He proposed problems with both 
work settings. 
Some people dislike working at home . . . [as they 
lack] the self-discipline or miss . . . the 
camaraderie. . . . [It] limits professional contact 
among peers . . . [and neither setting] gives the 
worker visibility at headquarters, a prerequisite for 
advancement. Remote work at home fosters individual 
autonomy rather than organizational loyalty. What 
loyalty that does develop is to the profession not the 
employer . (p . 157 ) 
On the other hand, Salmans (1983) said, ". . . [P]eople may 
become less attached to their work wherever it is 
performed" (p. 157). Shoshana Zuboff, a social 
psychologist at Harvard (cited in Salmans, 1983), 
maintained that ". . . as the essence of work changes so 
does the psychological experience of performing it 
(Salmans, 1983, 157). 
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Economics 
Another development influencing the need to 
restructure the office focused on economics. The issue 
centered on the high cost of offices caused, in part, by 
the expense and increase of white collar workers (Menkus, 
1983; Long, 1982b). This situation could also be 
exponentially magnified if circumstances such as the one 
predicted by Cirillo (1984) occurred. He stated, "By 1985 
it is expected that the number of clerical workers will 
rise from the current 45% of the work force to 80%" (p. 6). 
Nevertheless, a partial solution exists to the staggering 
cost of salaries if one acknowledges Frank’s (1985) 
disclosure. He said that personal computers ". 
contribute more to an organization while costing less in 
proportion to the overall expense of maintaining employees 
(p. 118). He further stated, "Productivity increases of 
five to ten percent pay back investment in microcomputers 
in less than a single year" (p. 118). On the other hand, 
Lemley’s (1985) voice seems to contradict this revelation. 
He said, "Business practices will be so dramatically 
changed [because of office automation] that it will be 
meaningless to say computers have increased productivity by 
a certain percentage—productivity itself will have to be 
redefined" (p. 133). 
Continuing with the issue of the high cost of office 
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workers, a study conducted by Digital Equipment Corporation 
(cited in Walsh, 1985) found that ". . . close to 80% of 
each salary dollar goes to 38% of the firm's employees—its 
professionals, managers and executives (p. 17). The 
research firm of International Resource Development (cited 
in Sample, 1982) predicted,". . . 35% of the office work 
force will be using low-cost, electronic file cabinets by 
1991 . . . [with] the most rapidly growing segment of this 
new market . . . [being the] managers and professionals" 
(p. 38). Connell (1981) elaborates on this when he 
acknowledged that if "technology . . . is to be an aid in 
productivity improvement . . . , effort must be directed 
toward managers and professionals. ... To gain the 
benefits, managers and professionals must use terminals and 
other devices personally" (p. 101). 
Technological and Human Problems 
Other observers pointed out problems in the automated 
office. Fryar (1983) recognized confusion in the variety 
of available equipment and the ". . • general lack of 
compatibility among the various instruments . . ." (PP* 12_ 
13). Coggshall (1981) noted, . . [T]he lack of 
standardization of devices and incompatibility of 
communication will seriously delay progress in office 
automation" (p. 96). He also stated, . . In numerous 
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ways, human nature[, too,] will act to slow and change the 
path of this progress" (p. 96). 
The single-function application of early computers was 
viewed negatively by Bronstein (1983). He considered 
sing1e—function utilization as having been detrimental to 
certain groups. For example, he associated its use to the 
lack of manipulation of the tool by top managers. 
Bronstein (1983) pointed out that two of the initial 
software applications focused on accounting and inventory 
control which ". . . fractionalize [data resources], and 
the resulting variety of incompatible systems precluded 
development of the integrated data base required by top 
managers" (p. 31). Fryar (1983) reinforces this thinking 
when he stated that "a major stumbling block to the 
introduction of office automation, . . . over and above the 
cost, has been management’s inability to personalize the 
technology to suit their own industries’ criteria" (p. 13). 
Feigenbaum and McCorduck (1983), however, identified 
an exciting single-function application of computer 
software. The developing application was called expert 
systems. An expert system or intelligent assistant is ". . 
a computer program that has built into it the knowledge 
and capability that will allow it to operate at the 
expert’s level" (pp. 63-64). This knowledge is of two 
types: factual and heuristic. The former integrates the 
widely held and agreed upon knowledge of a field; and the 
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latter incorporates the good practice and good judgment in 
a field. An example of the employment of such a 
computerized program would be a medical doctor diagnosing a 
patient. The expert program or system would not only 
assist the doctor in pinpointing the diagnosis, it would 
also explain the lines of reasoning that led to the 
diagnosis and sometimes rejected another possibility. The 
application has value for the field of management as well. 
Conroy & Bieber (1981) investigated barriers that 
cause difficulties in implementing automated offices. The 
first of the barriers 
. . . are vendors who don't really understand the 
problems of the office—yet continue to produce 
equipment to solve those [sic] problems. Then there 
are the implementors — these [sic ] are the business 
managers and planners who don't understand the dynamic 
behavioral issues of implementing massive change 
throughout a corporation on the level that would be 
required by an integrated office automation system. 
Finally, there are the users who are not sure what is 
expected of them and fear the changes that will occur 
when automation comes to the office. (p. 40) 
Martin (1982), too, offered a list of barriers to 
successful office automation. It is organized into four 
categories of barriers: (a) organizational, (b) people, (c) 
implementor, and (d) technological. 
Organizational 
. Dominated by short-term goals/earnings. 
. Failure to understand potential for improved 
operations . 
. Failure to understand productivity/cost 
benefits. 
. Wants benefits without costs. 
People 
Resist change. 
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. Want control. 
. Don't understand what office automation 
requires them to do. 
Implementors 
. Unsure of user requirements. 
. Seeking 'ultimate' solutions. 
. Lacking planning expertise. 
. Don't understand anxiety of employees to 
change. 
Technological 
. Number of choices. 
. Incompatibility of technology. 
. Incompatibility of media. 
. Too few communication standards to permit 
system integration. 
. Questionable security. 
. Changing user skills. 
. Poor planning of physical space in office, 
(p. 4) 
Wiegner (1982) voiced concern over the misuse of 
computers. She referred to the computer as "... a 
solution looking for a problem . . . [and compares people 
using] a computer to balance their checkbooks . . . [to] 
offering a V-8 car for a trip to the mailbox" (p. 115). 
Perhaps this could be applied to some offices tasks. 
Another possible misuse centered on the capability of the 
technology. Pressman (1985) pointed out both the benefit 
of transmitting information to other computer systems and 
. . the peril of vulnerability . . ." (p. 97) this same 
capability brings. Information security, sabotage, and 
stealing are problems of remote data access. Yet another 
potential problem was highlighted by Gottfried (1985) with 
regard to preventing computer catastrophes. It was his 
contention that executives should know what to do in case 
of computer failure. He suggested the quick substitution 
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of backup equipment or subscribing to another company for 
computer services in case of failure. 
Nevertheless, learning to deal with newer and more 
powerful capabilities of computer systems and reorganizing 
to deal with them seems to be a reality of today and 
tomorrow s office. Perhaps, M. . . today's adult workforce 
[will] find . . . itself facing a bleak economic future 
unless computer literacy is faced" (Mackenzie, 1983, p. 
59). 
Ergonomic Concerns 
An important issue that began to appear in the 
literature in 1984 and 1985 was ergonomic in nature. 
Ergonomics, as defined by Springer (1984), is a new science 
that combines engineering, psychology, and anthropology. 
He then said, ". . . [I]t's goal is to effectively match 
the capabilities of human [computer] operators with the 
equipment and environment of the workplace" (p. 43). 
Ten sources focusing on ergonomics were found in the 
literature by the investigator. These sources dealt with 
(a) health issues: visual, psychological, and radiation as 
well as (b) interventions: union involvement, legislative 
guidelines, office design, and ergonomic training. 
Concerning psychological health issues, a study by the 
Department of Preventive Medicine at the University of 
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Wisconsin (cited 
was a failure " 
use of VDT’s 
symptoms of 
dissatisfaction" 
study 
in Saxton & Edwards, 1984), reported there 
. . . to find any correlation between the 
[Video Display Terminal’s] and increasing 
depression, mood changes, and job 
(p. 71). Furthermore, the results of this 
• • • indicated that the primary determinants of 
whether an office worker suffered from job-related 
strain were the same for VDT users and non-users: job 
responsibilities, working environment, and to a lesser 
degree, worker characteristics such as age and marital 
status . (p 71) . 
On the other hand , a publication of the AMS Foundation 
(cited in Long, 1984) reported . . employee complaints 
about physical fatigue from working on video display 
terminals . . . are largely true" (p. 23). 
With regard to vision problems, The National Academy 
of Science’s recent two-year study (cited in Bloom, 1984) 
showed ". . . that it is improbable that VDT’s cause eye 
disease" ( p. 82), and the American Academy of 
Ophthalmology (cited in Lewis, 1984) reported that visual 
display units present ’no hazard to vision'" (p. 60) . 
However, a rebuttal by proponents of legislation to 
regulate work conditions for the use of computers (cited 
in Lewis, 1984), indicated that " . . . working with VDTs 
presents a ’unique job condition’. A terminal operator 
uses middle-distance vision for reading the screens of 
, and he or she may need that vision 
computers. 
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corrected but not realize it . . (p. 60). 
Regarding radiation problems, the Food and Drug 
Administration's VDT tests (cited in Bloom, 1984) indicated 
. they emit little radiation under normal operating 
circumstances" (p. 82). Reinforcing the view that 
radiation is not a problem was a study by the National 
Institute for Occupational Safety and Health (cited in 
Lewis, 1984): "The most serious allegation against video 
displays—that they produce harmful radiation--has been put 
to rest by a series of scientific and medical studies" (p. 
60). However, the National Academy of Science study (cited 
in Bloom, 1984) revealed that "we are ignorant of the long- 
run effects of computer usage such as the impact of 
possible radiation leaks" (p. 84). Perhaps it is the 
contradictory findings of these studies that has promoted 
the need for the following study. According to the 
National Institute of Occupational Safety and Health (cited 
in Garneau 1985), a four-year study in the area of harmful 
effects of radiation from VDT screens is scheduled to begin 
in July of 1985. The reason for the study concerns ". . . 
allegations, raised in Congressional hearings, that 
pregnancy and birth problems, and skin rashes stemmed from 
VDT's" (p. 36). Another approach to gaining a solution to 
the fear or problem of radiation was offered by Purchase 
(1984): 
In the 1990s, we will not have to worry about CRT's 
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[Cathoid Ray Tubes] or the effect they may have on our 
eyes or nervous systems. . . . Flat-panel displays 
will be available that are only a few inches thick and 
that offer high resolutions . . . without any flicker 
or fear of radiation” (p. 10). 
Nevertheless, it is important to note "labor unions have 
made VDT safety a priority in 21 states [and] are 
considering legislation to protect computer users from 
radiation” (Garneau, 1985, p. 36). According to Diana 
Roose , Nine to Five's research director (cited in Pilla 
1985b), VDT legislation ”. . . will protect more than 10 
million office and clerical workers using VDT's—of whom 
only 10 to 15 percent are unionized” (p. 22). Some states 
are already involved. For example, "the state governments 
of Massachusetts and Wisconsin have issued VDT purchasing 
guidelines, covering state employees" (Pilla, 1985b, p. 
21). In addition, regulating the use of VDTs through 
legislation has been proposed in California, Connecticut, 
Hawaii, Illinois, Maine, Maryland, Minnesota, New York, 
Ohio, and Rhode Island (Lewis, 1984). 
Michael J. Smith, formerly of the National Institute 
for Occupational Safety and Health (cited in Olcott, 
1985b), predicted " 'unions will be making a major effort 
to organize the 95% of office workers currently 
unorganized"' (p. 7). Continued Olcott ( 1985b), "Managers 
should listen carefully to what their employees are telling 
them about health, safety, and working conditions in the 
office. If they don't, it's a sure bet the unions will" 
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(P- 7). 
An indication of organizational awareness of ergonomic 
issues was indicated by Ashmore (1985). He cited from the 
Comp-U-Fax Computer Trend Newsletter's survey of the Data 
Processing Managements Association's International members: 
• • • 84% of top corporate information processing 
executives said ergonomic guidelines are not part of 
corporate policy in their organizations today" (p. 92); 
however, 91% of those surveyed said that there was a need. 
One organization which was focusing on ergonomic issues was 
the Warner-Lambert Company in New Jersey (Olcott, 1985a). 
In the final design of their office automation pilot 
program, "special adjustments were made for keyboard and 
screen heights, work surfaces, copyholders, and overall 
cubicle arrangements" (p. 33). Also noteworthy was the 
offering of courses in ergonomic skill training (Chester, 
1985). For example, the Joyce Institute in Seattle, 
Washington trained representatives from various 
organizations in techniques " . . . designed to be done at 
the workstation [such as:] . . . maintaining proper seat 
alignment, relaxation and breathing, and back and shoulder 
exercises" p. 14). 
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Managerial Function in the Automated Office 
Managing Change 
The most critical task facing top management . 
will be managing change" (Morgello, 1981, p. 14). As some 
individuals may perceive office automation as hindering 
this task, the viewpoint of Salmans (1983) seems 
insightful. He discerned, "Computer experts on both sides 
agree [that] technology itself is neutral. What is 
critical is how the technology is applied by the 
organization" (p. 133). Smith (1983) explored this idea 
with the human factor in mind. 
We need to forecast not what new technology will be 
developed, but what will happen to people because of 
this technology. What changes in people’s activities, 
values, cultural rituals, social processes, and 
learning patterns will spring from changes in 
communications? What opportunities will the 
Information Age offer for solving some of the grave, 
problems that the world now faces? (p. 9). 
Alan Westin, professor at Columbia University and president 
of the Educational Fund for Individual Rights (cited in 
Salmans, 1983), reinforces this position when he stated, 
"In the 1980s and 1990s, the issue of how the new 
technology will be used will be the single most important 
issue in office work. Organizations will have to think 
more analytically than ever about the balance between 
efficiency and fairness" (p. 134). Another voice echoed 
these sentiments: "The goal of office automation in the 
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1980s should be to improve productivity and worker 
satisfaction through harmonization of people, the 
organization[,] and technology” (Martin, 1982, p. 34). 
An estimate of the importance of the improvement of 
productivity and worker satisfaction concerning office 
automation was indicated in a poll conducted by Research 
and Forecasts, Inc. (cited in Fryar, 1983). ". 
[E]mployees as a group ranked improving worker productivity 
highest and decreasing office personnel and supply costs 
lowest in their list of priorities" (p. 13). This suggests 
that the motivation for employees ”. . . in automating is 
not to eliminate jobs but to better use . . . [their] time" 
(Fryar, 1983, p. 13). 
Leadership Focus 
Over the past five years, some experts expected 
managers to lead the technological evolution in the work 
place (Rockhold, 1982) and some did not. Connell (1980) 
was of the opinion that "no one individual or group can 
claim a leadership role in the 80s office. . . . The field 
is too new and broad to be given automatically to any one 
discipline" (p. 74). At the same time, he generalized 
that leaders will have certain characteristics: (a) the 
ability to manage technology, (b) information, and (c) 
people. Martin (1982) stated that the success of office 
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automation is up to office workers at all levels. This 
success is to be achieved by office workers getting 
involved in making choices for their futures. Beer and 
Spector (1985) seem to support this attitude when they 
said, ”A more highly educated workforce has challenged 
management to find ways of increasing employee involvement, 
responsibility, and participation” (p. 27). They also 
pointed out that 
the traditional authority relationship between manager 
and subordinate is less acceptable to these employees, 
just as it is costly in terms of underutilization and 
lowered commitment. Adding impetus to these concerns 
has been the entry of women and minorities into the 
work force. Their special concern with equitable 
treatment and utilization has led to an examination of 
management practices affecting all employees. ( p. 
28) 
Categories of Managerial Involvement 
with Automation 
Many practitioners, observers, and describers 
investigating the automated office had opinions about why 
managers will or will not be the key to successful office 
automation. These opinions were based on the attitudes and 
behaviors of managers concerning their involvement with the 
technology. This involvement placed managers into three 
categories: a) individuals who believed they would only be 
indirectly affected by office automation, b) managers not 
wanting to get involved with the technology, and c) those 
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who would be challenged if they did engage in office 
automation. Elaboration on these categories will follow. 
Important to note is that while there were ". . . no 
definitive statistics, what surveys there are suggest that 
no more than 10% of the executives and professional 
managers use a computer themselves . . ." (Kiechell, 1983, 
P- 241). 
Indirectly affected. Kiechell (1983) was a spokesman 
for the advocates of the first category, the managers who 
believed they would only be indirectly affected by office 
automation. He stated that the indirect effect would be 
the ". . . [r]esult of people further down in the hierarchy 
using the devices than of the executive himself sitting 
down at the keyboard" (p. 241). Patterson's (1984) 
observation seems to support this situation. He stated, ". 
. . [I]t can be argued that CEOs have always managed many 
parts of the business that they haven't understood in 
depth" (p. 58). Perhaps, managing others who directly use 
computers rather than employing a computer oneself could 
fall into this realm. 
Another example within this category was the opinion 
that technology has little to offer. It was believed the 
nature of the work of managers was ". . . not particularly 
susceptible to computerization" (Kiechell, 1983, p. 244). 
According to Kotter (cited in Kiechell, 1983), 
[E]xecutives don't spend much time dealing with 
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routine, highly verifiable facts, but rather with 
ambiguities. How do you check out the the validity of 
ambiguous information? By listening to the voice of 
the person relating it to you, probing away, looking 
for what's really soft. . . . Much of the information 
that executives deal with is a form of power. 
Executives know that if it's written down somewhere, 
they can't restrict access to it. (p. 244) 
Millar (1984) reinforces these findings when he disclosed 
that "many CEOs [Chief Executive Officers] feel that they 
will not be direct participants in the information age 
because their roles are so unpredictable and subjective" 
(p. 159). 
Avoiding involvement. Among the observers in the 
second category who addressed managerial involvement with 
office automation, managers not wanting to get involved 
with the technology, fourteen sources were referenced. 
Connell (1981) reiterated a ". . . common belief that 
today's managers will not use machines . . . [,and] until 
these dinosaurs are succeeded by a more adaptable 
generation of administrators, no significant progress will 
be made" (p. 101). Irwin J. Sitkin, a vice president for 
Aetna Life and Casualty Company (cited in Salmans, 1983), 
said, "We may have to go through a whole generation before 
we get the top management of major companies interacting 
with computers" (p. 137). Perhaps the reality of a more 
prepared entering managerial generation is already here; 
Perham (1983) stated, "Many CEOs expect young executives 
they now hire to know about how to work with a computer" 
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(p. 73). 
Bralove (1983) addressed the fear of middle-management 
apparent in their . . . reluctance to embrace computers" 
(p. 22). This fear encompassed: (a) loss of stature from 
sitting at the keyboard and learning how to type (Carlisle, 
1981; Bralove, 1983); (b) performance anxiety and a feeling 
of loss of control (Kiechell, 1983; Norris & Lumsden, 
1984); as well as (c) concern over damaging the machine and 
being embarrassed and confused as the result of a mistake" 
(O'Connell, 1983). Many employees Zuboff (1982) spoke to 
". . . reported feeling frustrated because in losing the 
direct experience of their task it becomes more difficult 
to exercise judgment over it. In routine jobs, judgment 
often becomes lodged in the system itself" (p. 145). Other 
fears associated with office automation and pinpointed by 
Frates & Moldrup (cited in Addesso & Alston, 1984) 
included: (a) fear of being displaced or unemployed, (b) 
alienation and powerlessness, and (c) loss of identity. 
These observers also stated that "for a computer system to 
work effectively, there is usually a high degree of 
conformity required; this seems to threaten our 
individuality" (p. 100-104). 
Other given reasons for not getting involved with 
office automation were the ". . . high price of equipment, 
constantly changing technology, the elimination of jobs, 
surveillance, invasion of privacy. dehumanization , and 
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[threat to one's] well being" (Salmans, 1983, p. 134). 
Kiechell (1983) identified two more difficulties as the 
insistence by companies on (a) approved brands and (b) 
training time. According to Tom Samson who is in charge of 
educating company executives for an Arthur Young firm 
(cited in Kiechell, 1983), ". . . 80 to 120 hours of 
keyboard time is [required] to learn facility with a 
personal computer" (p. 244). On the other hand, Stanton 
(1985) indicated that ". . . four to six hours behind the 
keyboard can provide familiarity while twenty or more hours 
are needed for a comfortable level of literacy" (p. 92). 
The difference in the number of hours of keyboard time 
might be attributable to the level of user friendliness of 
the software, the particular application, or degree of 
involvement on the part of the user. For example, 
involvement with just data base entry or inquiry would 
require less keyboard time than involvement with several 
microcomputer applications such as word processing, the 
electronic spread sheet, and data base management. 
Bikson (1984) disclosed additional negative aspects of 
computerizing the office. She noted computers could (a) 
threaten job security for white collar workers and cause 
them to unionize, (b) downgrade jobs and de-skill 
employees, and (c) remove responsibility and decision 
making from people. Not only was decision making viewed as 
being removed from those who make it now, the decision 
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making process was shown to change hands. "Because 
secretaries have direct access to the same information that 
executives do, secretaries are becoming decision makers" 
(Fryar, 1983, p. 13). 
Zuboff (1982) perceived that 
most professionals and managers function in fairly 
ambiguous environments. Information is imperfectly 
exchanged (often in corridors, washrooms, or over 
lunch), and considerable lag time usually occurs 
before the quality of decision can be assessed. A 
continual flow of complete information, however, 
reduces ambiguity. (pp. 149-150) 
She went on to describe the computerized office as the 
source of a flow of "perfect" information. However, Zuboff 
(1982) also noted that some see this flow of information 
• • • as not only reducing ambiguity but also as 
limiting their opportunities for creative decisions 
and resisted using it. 
Limited information may create uncertainty in 
which people make errors of judgment, but it also 
provides a 'free space' for inspiration. This free 
space is fundamental to the psychology of professional 
work. (p. 150) 
She continued by describing the wariness on the part of 
many managers and professionals over 
systems that seem to encroach on their judgment, their 
freedom, or the 'artistry' of their professional 
assessments. Instead. of feeling that increased 
information augments their power, these people resist 
information systems that they see limiting their 
freedom or increasing the measurability of their work. 
(p. 149) 
On the other hand, Cirillo (1984) suggested that as 
managerial function becomes increasingly computerized 
. there will be less and less reliance on experience, 
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intuition, and gut reaction; new competences for successful 
management related to office technology and effective 
information management will emerge. (p. 7) 
A study by the management consulting firm of Booz, 
Allen, and Hamilton (cited in Rice, 1983) found: 
1) While older executives tended to be less receptive 
to computers than younger managers, the problem 
was not one of age per se. A manager who spent 25 
years with a computer was far more likely to 
resist the introduction of computers than someone 
the same age who had just changed jobs. 
2) The . . . education level itself did not seem to 
be a critical factor in determining reactions. 
But ability to type did. . . . 
3) And . . . managers who believed that they were 
already making efficient use of their time at work 
were less receptive to computers than were those 
who admitted the need to improve efficiency. (p. 
79) 
Perhaps the estimated 90% of approximately 10 million 
executives and professional managers being computer 
illiterates in the United States today (Bralove, 1983; 
Kiechell, 1983) is an indication of all of .these concerns. 
Challenged by technology. Fourteen references 
comprise the third category of managerial involvement with 
technology. These references focused on managers who would 
be challenged if they did engage in offiet automation* 
Rockhold (1982) pointed the way to progress in office 
automation by suggesting that managers take on a greater 
leadership role. Managers ". . . must first define their 
problems; if they just automate, the payoff will be a small 
He further asserted, "The successful office 
one” (p. 70). 
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automation process will begin, not with technology, but 
with a corporate commitment to identify these needs and a 
clearly defined strategy for solving communication 
problems" (Rockhold, 1982, p. 66). In Chester Barnard’s 
(1938) classic book on executive functioning, he reasoned 
that "the first executive function is to develop and 
maintain a system of communication" (p. 226). Perhaps this 
observation from yesteryear is validation for the 
importance of the continued need for communication in the 
automated office of today. 
Smith (1983) contended that "to successfully adopt 
automated office systems, managers need to be proactive 
rather than reactive" (p. 12). Stated Administrative 
Management Society president William E. Kenney: "More than 
ever, managers will need to be multi-disciplined experts in 
human relations to ensure the ongoing productivity of their 
operations" (Long, 1982b, p. 13). 
Also commenting upon managers being challenged in the 
automated office, Zuboff (1982) pointed to ". 
theoretical insight and imagination . . . [as] the keys to 
effectiveness on the job" (p. 146). Armstrong and Nuttal 
(1981) advised the managers of automated offices to ". 
. plan for flexibility even more than managers of 
conventional offices" (p. 54). This flexibility was 
perceived as being needed in accommodating change. One 
involved the design and management of such accommodation 
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automated offices requiring new skills for managers—as 
consultants and experts move on to other clients. 
Kaimann and Johnson (1983) encouraged managers to get 
involved with office technology in order to shape its 
future. Their contention was that 
if users do not understand what they currently have 
and its potential, how can they provide input into the 
direction research and development should take? The 
answer is they can not. The result is that computer 
technology of the 1980s will be based on the goals set 
in 1960s and 1970s by firms like IBM: faster, cheaper, 
and smaller. (p. 9) 
Field studies on the power of inertia at Bell Northern 
Research (cited in Lasden, 1983) described another type of 
indirection. The studies " . . . indicated that a lot of 
power struggles are going on, and they're eating away at 
the resources that otherwise could be directed toward 
integrating the new technology" (p. 142). Handy (1976), 
too, referred to the power of negativism. He examined its 
", , . capacity to stop things happening. . . . [and its 
operation] at a time of low morale, irritation, stress, or 
frustration. . . ." (pp* 120-121). 
One source of positive energy and influence within an 
organization was seen as emanating from the top down. The 
use of computers by senior staff and officers was 
highlighted as the source of this affirming action by 
several observers. Noted Menkus (1983), "Management is 
more likely to be 100% behind an installation when senior 
clear idea of how equipment will impact 
executives have a 
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their own effectiveness" (p. 98). Meyer (1983) observed 
that in most cases personal and active interest of the 
current manager or his or her superior provides impetus for 
exploring office automation" (p. 55), and Bralove (1983) 
stated, ". . . when the chairman of the board has a 
terminal in his office, people think about that" (Bralove, 
1983, p. 22). 
Connell (1981) commented that machines will not 
improve managerial productivity. "Machines are only tools. 
Once the need is apparent, managers will improve their own 
productivity, using equipment that they perceive will help 
accomplish their particular goal" (p. 101). Meyer’s (1983) 
research on office automation programs in 35 large United 
States and Canadian firms, found the personality of the 
office automation manager was ". . . more significant than 
location or function within the organization. When asked 
how they perceived their role within the organization, 40% 
. . . chose the term entrepreneur—one who ferrets out new 
opportunities" (p. 55). 
Lasden (1983) envisioned new opportunities for 
managers if ". • . the old ways—the ways of bureaucrats, 
gatekeepers, and paper pushers--. . . [are abandoned, and] 
the new ways—the ways of coordinators, planners, and . . . 
entrepreneurs—. . . [are] adopted" (p. 152). 
In discussing present management theory, Morgello 
(1981) said that an ". . . average executive can 
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comfortably control six or seven subordinates . . (p. 
15). Howard Anderson, a management consultant and 
president of Yankee Group (cited in Morgello, 1981), 
believed technology can more than double this span. He 
also pointed out that M. . . technological expansion of 
executive control presents the same threat to middle 
management that word processing presented to the typing 
pool . . . (p. 15). Morgello (1981) had not found this 
to be a problem. He proposed that just as M. . . word 
processing expanded the use of printed matter in 
corporations and the field became a career growth path for 
secretaries . . . , the same growth effect should happen at 
the management level. . (p. 15). 
Farber (cited in Lasden, 1983) perceived the function 
of gatekeeping will stay. 
Middle guys are not there just to stop the flow of 
information, they are there to put information in its 
proper context and make sure problems are handled at 
the lowest possible level. Without them, employees 
can be dragged into decisions that [they] shouldn't be 
involved in [sic ] . (p. 146) 
In addressing the issue of loss of job due to office 
automation, Henderson (1982) commented that there were more 
accountants and office workers than ever before, although 
not too long ago these same employees worried about the 
loss of their jobs because of automation. He suggested the 
reason for this is ”. . . accountants and office workers 
stepped back from the computer, looked at it as a powerful 
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tool, and found that they could accomplish tasks they had 
never dreamed possible" (p. 36). Perhaps, managers will 
also find this to be possible. In a similar vein 
Steinbrecker (1984) remarked, "New technologies generally 
make work more creative, result[ing] in greater 
responsibilities, pay, and employment opportunities" (p. 
8). Weick's (1979) comments on the handling of new 
information and input pertain to this positive view. He 
emphasized using as few rules as possible in handling new 
information and input, then strategies and solutions could 
be more diverse and, possibly, more successful. 
Evolving Managerial Responsibilities 
An increase in the use of microcomputers by managers 
was discerned as creating changes in how managerial 
responsibilities were carried out. Eve and Braverman 
(1984) contemplated several examples of these changes: (a) 
". . . possessing too much information may create problems 
. . . [in assimilating, understanding, and interpreting] 
the increased amount of data that will be available through 
the microcomputer" (p. 5); (b) decentralized ". . . use of 
microcomputers by a variety of employees . . . [will] 
probably lead to dramatic changes in how these individuals 
are supervised by managers" (p. 5); and (c) hiring 
practices are expected to include advertising for 
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trainees able to use a keyboard . . ." (p. 5). Another 
managerial change perceived by Eve and Braverman (1984) to 
be wrought by an increase in the use of microcomputers, was 
the losing of personnel due to their jobs being automated. 
Similarly commenting, Steinbrecker (1984) stated, "The 
introduction of new technologies often means that jobs are 
broken up with less-skilled, lower-paid positions, or 
eliminated entirely" (p. 8). On the other hand, Eve and 
Braverman (1984) as well as Henderson (1982) stressed that 
many new jobs would be created. Nevertheless, both the 
loss of jobs and the creation of new jobs were thought to 
be closely related to the need to retrain and offer 
incentives for newly retrained personnel to stay. Martin's 
(1982) recognition of the need to alter jobs and pay scales 
intensifies this conception. He promoted being ". 
prepared to restructure jobs and develop new pay scales for 
those workers who acquire new skills" (p. 42). Fisber 
(1985) mentioned change in managerial responsibilities such 
as fostering ". . . an environment that encourages and 
rewards life-long learning, thereby helping employees to 
maximize their skills and capabilities" (p. 37). 
Evaluation and productivity. Several observers and 
researchers addressed the issue of evaluation and computer 
productivity. Rockhold (1982) found that most workers are 
interested in improving their work qualitatively rather 
than quantitatively. That is, they are more interested in 
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doing a better job than turning out more work. Goldfield 
(1982) spoke to the subject of evaluating the productivity 
of professionals. He believed the long-term and/or 
creative work of professionals could not be ". . . gauged 
by short-term effects (p. 31). A research project of the 
Administrative Management Society Foundation (cited in 
Long, 1982a) uncovered a potential problem of ". 
measuring the work and performance of non—repetitive work 
and helping managers to learn to deal with the processes of 
change (p. 4)." Fryar (1983) specified the difficulty in 
measuring some of the non-quantifiable skills such as M. 
. language ability, common sense, and dedication to quality 
work" (p. 13). Kearn, in his keynote address at the Office 
Automation Conference in Los Angeles in 1984, seems to 
summarize these findings and observations: "We've got to 
stop looking at white collar productivity with an assembly 
line mentality ." 
Retraining staff. Mackenzie (1983) identified the 
task of retraining staff as being particularly important to 
personnel and the business office. He maintained the 
average American worker to be 32 years old and this 
person's schooling or experience had not prepared him or 
her for the automated office of today. As Watts's (1983) 
noted , 
"In the past, it was possible to train for a job and 
expect the job requirements to remain relatively 
stable for at least five to ten years. Today, jobs 
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and the skills and knowledge to perform them are 
evolving much more rapidly” (p. 86). 
Quible and Hammer (1984) addressed the impact of 
employee acceptance of automated systems being 
• • • affected by the amount of orientation, 
indoctrination and training they receive. The more 
familiar employees are with a system, the more they 
will support its use. Employees who are poorly 
trained will find the equipment difficult to use 
which[ , in turn] will affect their attitudes and their 
productivity. (p. 28) 
Mackenzie (1983) further asserted that private and public 
sectors could not ”. . . afford to roll-over the work force 
every few years and whenever new technologies come along" 
(p. 60). His solution was to retrain the present workers. 
However , this retraining may be complicated by a 
"technologically complex future . . . [involving] employers 
[who] will have to retrain workers from five to eight times 
during their careers" (Fisber, 1985, p. 38). According to 
a survey by ITT Education Services, Inc. (cited in Pilla, 
1985a), ". . . 44% of surveyed companies prefer to hire new 
workers with needed skills rather than retraining their own 
employees" (p. 21). In another survey by Arthur Young, a 
New York accounting and consulting firm (cited in Beagley, 
1984), "only 25% of 453 companies surveyed use formal 
training programs to teach employees how to operate 
microcomputer equipment and software" (p. 20). Interesting 
to note, the Communications Workers of America, one of the 
largest trade unions in the private and public sectors, 
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indicated in their final report on worker training: "The 
key to employment security is through training and 
retraining " (Watts, 1983, p. 86). Perhaps union 
involvement in this issue will provide the stimulus for and 
acceleration of employee training and retraining. 
Comments on the actual how-to and by-whom of training 
and retraining were found to be varied by the investigator. 
Mackenzie (1983) suggested that ", . . a cooperative, 
intercompany task force from the computer industry should 
be assembled to agree on teaching materials, teaching 
goals, and the skills most needed in retraining programs” 
(p. 61). David Wilson, national director of educational 
services for Arthur Young (cited in Beagley, 1984), 
similarly addressed the question of whom is responsible for 
employee computer training. He stated, 
Corporations are looking to the computer industry to 
increase computer literacy. However, hardware 
manufacturers are looking to the software companies to 
do the job and software companies, in their rush to 
develop more sophisticated programs, view their user 
manuals and tabloids as the answer. (p. 20) 
As for user manuals, Beagley (1984) commented on these 
self-training texts as sometimes being ”. . . difficult to 
follow” (p. 20). Canning (1985) suggested that 
organizations produce their own user manuals. Her 
guidelines for producing a handbook included: 
1. Don't rely solely on what the vendor provides. 
2. Develop different manuals for different functions 
and applications. 
3. Make the manual as succinct and to-the-point as 
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possible without leaving out any important 
information. 
4. Have at least three sympathetic, enthusiastic, but 
novice users test and critique the manual before 
it is released for general use. (p. 87) 
Mackenzie (1983) pointed out another difficulty for 
computer users as being multiple operating systems and 
languages. "The computer industry needs to set its own 
house in order by standardizing some of the Babel of 
operating systems [and] languages . . . [that] are now in 
use" (p. 61). He envisioned a ". . . coalition of industry 
and organized labor . . . charged with administering and 
updating programs . . . [as he thought] universities might 
study it to death" (p. 61). Seybold (1984) identified the 
training and supporting of professional computer users as 
an overwhelming problem that both organizations and vendors 
must face. She attributed the standardization of 
microcomputers and software by companies as well as the 
availability of their expertise to evaluate microcomputer 
software, install systems, and teach basic applications as 
being helpful. However, she also said that the number of 
users seeking advice is growing rapidly and training and 
supporting resources of the past are not enough. 
Fisber (1985) emphasized the need to redefine 
retraining. She defined retraining as no longer a 
description of ". . . only the task of teaching workers to 
use automation. Instead it will mean providing new skills, 
attitudes and experiences to managers and workers at all 
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levels (p. 40). Hirsch (1985) addressed the importance of 
understanding the capabilities of computers. 
Regardless of whether or not they will actually be 
using computers themselves, managers and executives 
have a need to understand how . . . [computers] can 
impact those departments and people for which they are 
responsible. Managers and executives need an overview 
of the applications, . . . [what they] can be used for 
in the office and the benefits of this. They also 
need an overview of relevant operational 
considerations, such as data security and the backup 
of critical data files. (CM07-001-302) 
Thiel ( 1984) emphasized that ’’for training to have any 
effect at all, it takes more than a half-way commitment on 
the part of the trainee” (p. 99). She also commented, 
’’Employees who’ve expended the effort to learn new skills . 
. have become better workers and are worth more .*. . [and 
should not be] kept at their original salary levels” ( p. 
99). 
Gloria Gery, president of Gery Associates (cited in 
Thiel, 1984), suggested eight ”dos and don’ts" of training 
(pp. 62-64 ) . 
1) Invest first in people who want to try something 
new. 
2) ’’Don’t spend a lot of time concentrating on 
• M 
resisters .... 
3) ’’Protect [the] ego.” Don’t mix peers. ’’Choose 
trainers in the image of the training audience. Executives 
should be taught by executive trainers, clerical staff by 
clerical trainers, and engineers by engineers.” 
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4) "Don't let technical experts design training 
programs themselves." 
5) "Make sure users see the payoff . 
systems in terms of real-world functions . . . 
6) "Don't teach application product before 
understand the application." 
7) If you are using prepackaged instruction, adapt it 
to the needs of the organization. 
8) Once the new equipment/system is operationalized 
and users are familiar with it, use new performance 
measures. 
In terms of different types of training approaches, 
Seymour (1985) categorized the most common training 
approaches into four groups: (a) organized classes, (b) one 
on one tutor, (c) self-paced training materials, and (d) 
self taught with a manual as a guide. Moreover, he 
categorized types of training delivery into four groups: 
(a) by experienced trainers such as consultants or vendors, 
(b) by train-the-trainer approach, (c) on or off the 
premises, and (d) with off-the-shelf or customized training 
materials. Seymour (1985) also emphasized that follow up 
support is important as "people learn at different rates 
[and]. . . have different recall abilities" (p. 41). 
Time saving and achievement levels of differently 
trained groups was the focus of Dossett and Hulvershorn s 
(1983) military study. The study involved three approaches 
teach 
users 
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to technical training of electronics via computers. 
Their findings indicated differences in time saving among 
the three approaches but not of achievement levels. Two of 
the groups, the peer-trained and individually trained 
computer-assisted instruction groups, had lower training 
times, but these groups and the conventionally trained 
group indicated no differences in achievement levels. 
Additional skills necessitated by automation. The 
utilization of computer graphics by managers in the office 
of the future was viewed as requiring another skill that ". 
. . will significantly improve the ways in which managers 
communicate and carry out their decision-making 
responsibilities" (Eve, 1984a, p. 2). He also discerned 
the utilization of words and numbers in a linear fashion to 
transmit information as limiting. However, ", . . [w]hen 
information is presented in a graphic or picture form, it 
can be absorbed quickly and remembered as a set of patterns 
and images" (p. 1). Eve (1984a) further noted that 60% of 
a manager’s time is spent in meetings ". . . where the 
primary communication mode is verbal, supplemented by the 
use of printed words and numbers. The efficiency with 
which information is shared in meetings will be increased 
significantly as graphics become easily available for 
managerial use" (p. 2). 
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Effect of Information Explosion on 
Office Personnel — 
Increased Volume and Cost 
Millar (1984) asserted that "we are at the threshold 
of an information explosion that is fueled by electronic 
technologies" (p. 159). Dickey’s figures (cited in Long, 
1982b) indicated that from 1968 to 1978 ". . . the volume 
of paperwork has more than doubled and the cost to U. S. 
business of handling paper has tripled" (p. 13). Smith's 
(1983) figures seemed to support these findings: ". 
American offices are now producing . . . more than twice 
the information produced a decade ago [e.g., computer 
printouts, photocopies, and letters]" (p. 3). 
Competition, Productivity , and 
Efficiency Demands 
Connell (1983) pointed out that 
we are rapidly becoming an information society, with 
predictions that information will provide tomorrow's 
competitive edge. Information is the primary product 
of the office and the medium with which the 
technologies work. Office-based personnel spend most 
of their time acquiring, manipulating, storing, 
retrieving and disseminating information. (p. Ill) 
Morgenbrod and Schwartzel (1979) spoke to the reality of 
competition demands on office productivity and efficiency 
in the private and public sectors. They perceived 
administrators ". . . increasing expenditures for 
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information management at a considerable rate. 
[Therefore,] managers should take a close look at 
their operations with the future in mind” (p. 45). 
Human Needs 
In describing change in the office of today, Long 
(1982b) referred to an information revolution. Within the 
revolution he pinpointed the existence of two movements: 
the human resource movement and the office automation 
movement. (For further development of this sub-theme, 
consult examples throughout the Review of the Literature.) 
Reorganization of Work 
’’Information technology is rapidly reorganizing the 
kind of work people do across industries and organizational 
strata” (Zuboff, 1982, p. 143). Paul A. Strassman, a vice 
president of Xerox and an authority on office automation 
(cited in Kiechell, 1983), maintained 
. . . that people lower in the organization will take 
over much of the manager's work in integrating 
information--pulling it together . . . [and] getting 
consensus on what it means. As a result, executives 
will have to contend with less information than 
before, and they will be forced to spend more of their 
time honing their interpersonal skills, motivating 
people, and, in short, acting like leaders. (p. 246) 
Cirillo (1984) also addressed the reorganization of the 
workplace. He predicted, ”. . • [T]he number of middle 
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managers and ’knowledge' workers will shift from the 
current 40% to 20%” (p. 6). Zuboff (1982) expressed an 
opposite view. 
With information technology managers will do a variety 
of tasks that others once did for them. Because of 
this, we are likely to see a gradual shift in the 
overall shape of the organization from a pyramid to 
something closer to a diamond shape with a diminishing 
clerical support staff, swelling numbers of 
professionals and middle managers, and a continually 
more remote, elite, policy-making group of senior 
managers. (p. 152) 
Misuse 
The result of the proliferation of information 
suggests misuse. Millar’s (1984) interviews of 
international business executives and CEOs disclosed 
that ”. . . most information received by the CEO and his 
senior executives is by-product information; it was 
originally generated for individuals in lower-level 
positions in the organization" (p. 159). Millar 
continued by pointing out the importance of the 
utilization of information by asking the right question: 
"What information do you need at the top to manage this 
company? . . . [rather than] What else can we do with 
the information that we have already collected (p. 
159)? 
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Information as a Resource 
How to categorize? The Federal Commission on 
Paperwork established in 1970 by the President (cited in 
Carey, 1982) concluded that information like other 
resources, could be (a) identified, (b) planned for, 
(c) measured, (d) budgeted for, (e) funded, (f) managed, 
(g) accounted for, and (h) audited. 
Carey (1982) and Bronstein (1983) also wrote about 
recognizing information as a critical resource. Carey 
warned that just as 
our excesses, lack of control and limited planning 
for the future led to air and water pollution . 
. , so too, in the area of information, the rapidly 
advancing and converging technologies of 
telecommunications and data processing allow us to 
abuse . . . [this] resource. (p. 95) 
However, he hopefully anticipated that just M. . . as 
proved management techniques were developed to handle 
natural, human and monetary resources, these techniques 
must now be adapted to the management of the information 
resource” (pp. 95-96). 
How to manage? Carey (1982) focused on 
understanding information needs. By ’’identifying specific 
uses of information or its life cycle, . . . [managers 
might be able] to find out if the user is getting 
information when it is needed, where it should be, and in . 
. . [what] form [it is] needed” (p. 96). Carey also 
pointed out the importance of (a) identifying, (b) 
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examining, and (c) deciding on the use and costs of 
information in order to manage it. 
Goldfield (cited in Sample, 1982) identified four 
steps to an effective electronic documentation system. 
1) Determine which paper or microfilm records are 
obsolete, unneeded, or duplicates. These 
should be thrown away. 
2) Determine which records should be saved and for 
how long. A necessary part of this step is 
staying aware of changes in Federal and State 
laws that have impact on documentation 
procedures . 
3) Decide how records ought to be stored, how 
conversion (if necessary) will take place, who 
among organization's employees will be given 
access to certain documents, and how these will 
be secured from others. 
4) [And] assess what costs will be incurred and 
how they will be justified. (p. 42) 
Donald S. Skeepsky, chairman of the records retention 
committee of the Association of Records, Managers, and 
Administrators (cited in Romei, 1985), identified a problem 
with regard to record destruction: "Many organizations 
insist on keeping records as long as possible in case of 
lawsuits or investigations by government agencies" (p. 
126). He also noted indecision and confusion of some 
records managers due to a lack of comprehensive destruction 
timetables. Romei (1985) indicated the discontinuance of 
The Guide to Records Retention Requirements in 1970, 
which was compiled by the National Archives and Records 
Service, as a cause of this problem. 
Allen (1982) pointed out that ". . . technology, by 
itself, is not enough" (p. 77). He reasoned that 
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organizations have been and will be confronted with 
computer problems 
. for which solutions are largely managerial 
and are typically beyond the scope of the executive 
charged with managing the computing function. Key 
to these solutions is the formulation of a 
comprehensive strategy for the deployment of 
information resources within the company, something 
that can be done only by senior management. 
Unfortunately, many of these executives do not yet 
understand the problem. (p. 77) 
Pat W. Gulden (cited in Shelton and Dooley, 1984b) 
phrased it another way. "Until information is looked on 
as a corporate asset--like a pile of money--and managed 
as a corporate asset, it will continue to pose a 
problem” (p. 050-101). 
It was Allen's (1982) opinion that if these 
problems are to be addressed in organizations, senior 
executives need to establish a strategy for information 
resources. This strategy required the asking of four 
questions: 
1) How should we organize and deploy information 
resources within the company? 
2) Where and how should we control inf or mation 
resources? 
3) What architecture should applications and data 
have ? [sic ] 
4) What architecture should technology have? 
[ sic ] (p. 82) 
Millar (1984), too, maintained that the CEO and his or 
her management team would take part in the information 
age. He said this 
. . . not because of the micro-computer, decision 
support systems, computer education, or less 
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expensive hardware, but because of the CEOs 
experience with strategic planning, which will 
catapult his organization ahead. And, owing to 
this process, the computer will finally begin to 
meet the need for executive-directed information 
(p. 159). 
Smith (1980) asserted there were five activities the 
effective information manager needs to emphasize in an 
automated office. 
1) Anticipating the needs of the organization; 
2) Encouraging the use of estimates; 
3) Generating techniques that add value to 
information (e.g., developing graphics and making 
decisions about eliminating irrelevant data); 
4) Providing an optimum level of control over 
information resources (e.g., supporting 
standardization); and 
5) Being leery of participatory management (i.e., 
when those involved lack experience). 
In discussing the control of information, Allen (1982) 
utilized metaphor: managers should not control information 
as gatekeepers; they should manage information as traffic 
policemen. Implicit in this suggestion is the potential 
misuse of information and power. For "the power associated 
with information management comes from controlling the 
vital resource of information that is at the heart of all 
business operations” (Smith, 1980). Carey (1982), too, 
seems to promote the managing of information as traffic 
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policemen when he stated, "Once specific information is 
known to have utility and value, it must then be made 
available to share" (p. 96). 
Connell (1983) implied that information was not 
presently being managed. He went on to state that "various 
groups stake claims that relate to their particular 
disciplines, but there is no comprehensive approach to 
information management" (p. 111). Since he reasoned that 
the 
. . . responsibility for the management of 
information is in the hands of those who use it 
.[» he urged] a new set of disciplines . . . [to 
emerge concerning] all information, how best to 
organize and structure information for easy access and 
use, how best to relate the value of information to 
its cost, how to meet privacy requirements, ensure 
validity and authenticity, and minimize redundancies. 
... (p. Ill) 
McKenney and McFarlan (1982) similarly discussed the 
difficulty of integrating the new technology, especially 
with the joining of word processing and office automation 
to telecommunications-communications. They pointed out ". 
. . different management histories and decision-making 
habits associated with each of these technologies make 
integration today . . . difficult" (p. 110). They further 
stated that ". . . coordination is not easy in many 
organizations . . ." (p. 110), as each of these activities 
(a) had different technical bases, (b) was marketed 
separately, and (c) the organizational structures and 
practices that developed for handling the technologies were 
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different from what are presently needed. 
Shelton and Dooley (1984b) focused on a particular 
problem concerning the microcomputer. They identified the 
growing utilization of personal computers and ". . . the 
need to manage information more closely . . . , as a ". 
critical problem" (p. 050-101). (For further explanation 
about the use of microcomputers being problematic, consult 
section labeled Disadvantages.) 
w-*-^ 1 manage ? Smith (1980) suggested that 
administrative managers are in a position to manage 
this information. 
. . . Administrative managers are in position to be 
able to understand technology from a broad, conceptual 
point of view without getting embroiled in 
technicalities. From this position they are able to 
communicate effectively with senior management. The 
base of practical experience and ability to work with 
office personnel and senior management in a non¬ 
technical manner are prime reasons why administrative 
managers have an inside track in the race for 
leadership of information management. (p. 10) 
Significance of Microcomputer for Managers 
Advantages 
Managerial support tool. "Much has been written 
about the need for office automation at the staff and 
clerical levels, but the benefits derived from providing 
the boss with modern office tools have been overlooked 
(Menkus, 1983, p. 81). In the office of today, Seybold 
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(1984) anticipated the personal computer as a significant 
support tool for decision making by managers. This is 
especially interesting in light of the recent availability 
of personal computers. "The first commercially marketed 
microcomputer was introduced in January of 1975 
either preassembled or in a hobbist’s kit. ... By 1979, 
storage capacity had increased dramatically and inexpensive 
microcomputers could perform a variety of helpful tasks in 
the workplace (Eve & Braverman, 1984)." 
Saves time . A study by Booz, Allen, and Hamilton 
(cited in Salmans, 1983) found ". . . that managers and 
other professionals could save 15% of their time by using 
automated office equipment and services . . ." (p. 133). 
Vincent T. Pica II, vice-president of Management 
Information Systems at E.F. Hutton (cited in Shelton and 
Dooley, 1984a) identified another bonus to office 
automation. He maintained personal computers are no more 
costly than electronic typewriters and office copiers. 
Provides individual work stations. Three disclosed 
ways of getting high-level managers involved with office 
automation were (a) to custom design their individual work 
stations and (b) user languages (Carlisle, 1981), and (c) 
to utilize microcomputers which could be tailored to the 
needs of the individual (Madron, 1983). Madron stated that 
the . . ideal work station would provide the ability to 
do text editing and formatting, communications, planning 
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and analysis, project control, and whatever other 
managerial problems might be faced in the particular . 
[organization] involved" (Madron, 1983, p. 51). This 
author also was of the opinion that in order . . to 
implement a full manager's work station . ... it would be 
helpful to obtain the assistance of a programmer or other 
technically qualified person" (p. 54). Kaimann and Johnson 
(1983) seem to agree as they acknowledged, ". . . User 
education and application of software continues to lag 
[sic] hardware advances" (p. 9). 
sy use• It was Eve's (1984b) opinion that the 
microcomputer was a much easier machine for ", 
nontechnical personnel to use than the larger mainframe and 
minicomputer . . (p. 3). Another reference indicated 
that "in a purely technical sense, micros perform virtually 
all the functions their larger relatives do. Micros have 
more restricted memories, speed, and peripheral devices, of 
course, but functionally they perform the same" (Madron, 
1983, p. 9). At the same time, "current trends in software 
development lead to predictions that within the next 
several years an inexperienced person will become a 
productive microcomputer user after a two hour orientation 
session" (Eve, 1984b, p. 3). Mateo (cited in Kaimann & 
Johnson, 1983) determined that developing technology will 
also simplify the user-machine interaction. 
Voice synthesis was introduced in small processors in 
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the late 70s for limited application [e.g., in toys]. 
* • * Voice recognition presents more technical 
problems; however, systems are under development. One 
estimate is that meaningful or practical two-way 
communication with a computer is 20 years away. (p. 
Costs less. Pica (cited in Shelton, & Dewey, 1984a) 
recommended approaching the utilization of personal 
computers in terms of keystrokes and cost savings. When 
viewed from this perspective, he saw the greatest 
application as word processing rather than data 
manipulation and the greatest use at the staff support 
level. Pica further contended that there would be a 
decrease of work on the support level so that professional 
and managerial people could delegate additional 
administrative responsibilities. He regarded this as a way 
of freeing white-collar workers for more productive tasks. 
Nevertheless, Shelton and Dooley, (1984a), pointed out 
that Pica believed professional people should have 
workstations, and ”... with proper planning, the addition 
of PCs can form the backbone of an automated office” (p. 
050-402) . 
Reduce paperwork. Shelton and Dooley (1984a) 
emphasized "getting out from under the deluge of hard 
copies is a prime goal of establishing a PC system (p. 
050-403). They listed four steps to accomplish this feat 
although realization of the accomplishment is not seen as 
possible until affordable technology is available in the 
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1990s. 
1* Central data processing unit. PCs become part of 
the network, therefore they must either be capable 
of becoming compatible with the mainframe or be 
loners by intent. 
2. Data input. PCs act as intelligent terminals and 
as keyboarding units for word processing and other 
forms of data entry. Networks are also required 
to transmit data as near or as far as is required. 
3. Data retrieval. Hooked to the PCs must be a 
graphics terminal, draft and letter-quality 
printers, an intelligent copier, and facsimile 
units. 
4. Records management. Compatibility with 
information storage devices—ranging from 
microfilm to automated document storage and 
retrieval systems that store micrographic images, 
(p. 050-403) 
Adaptability for instruction, retraining , and home 
use. The advantages of employing microcomputers involves 
their functionalism for instruction, home use, and 
retraining purposes. One such function is promoted by the 
banking industry. Boston’s First National Bank set up a 
walk-in computer center where its managers could get 
individual and private instruction. They could also borrow 
small computers for use at home. John Martin, the first 
vice president (cited in Rice, 1983), asserted, ”A little 
knowledge and interest will conquer their fears” (p. 79). 
To overcome . . . [computer] obstacles, . . . [some 
companies] recommend wide-reaching managerial 
involvement in planning a [computer] system as well as 
extensive computer education. As a part of this 
educational effort, many companies encourage managers 
to use personal computers at home. A few companies 
like General Foods, give them away to senior 
executives. Away from the scrutiny of colleagues, 
managers feel freer to experiment and accept a 
computer rebuke. (Bralove, 1983, p. 22) 
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Connell (1981) similarly regarded ". . . personal computers 
[in the home as] . . . fast becoming an educational 
vehicle, helping to break down managerial resistance to 
technology (p. 101). In this same vein, Jastrow (1981) 
thought computers made ". . . excellent teachers. They can 
give personal attention to hundreds of students at a time, 
their patience is inexhaustible, they are rarely in a hurry 
to get back to . . . [other things, ] and they are never 
sarcastic" (p. 59). However, • Conroy and Bieber (1981) 
emphasized 
the momentum for change must come from within user 
organizations, and only with effective education and 
training will users develop the necessary knowledge 
and skills. In this way, it is self-designing and 
se1f-teaching . It is in fact, a self-actualizing 
methodology. (p. 85) 
Disadvantages 
Need for careful acquisition . The issue addressed by 
Madron (1983) is ". . . not whether large organizations 
will acquire micros but whether they will be acquired and 
deployed in a coherently planned manner or by a policy of 
neglect" (p. 6). He furthered disclosed that 
a major mistake an organization could make would be to 
start placing micros in offices on a large scale 
without appropriate support personnel. . . . [T]he 
objective in the acquisition of micros should not be 
to make middle-level managers (or others) into 
computer programmers. (p. 8) 
Eve (1984b) concluded that a shared mistake in the 
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acquisition of microcomputers occurs ’’. . . when planners 
become preoccupied with the technology. Instead, their 
major concern should be how the use of microcomputers by 
professional personnel can contribute to achieving the 
organization’s goals” (p. 2). Meyer’s (1983) list of 
organizational goals included: 
gaining . . . management support for the office 
automation function, understanding the role of the 
office automation manager as an entrepreneur 
initiating a new staff service, staffing an office 
automation team with the right mix of skills, building 
relationships with other staff and user groups, 
planning for the diffusion of innovation throughout a 
complex organization, and implementing projects that 
improve the way other people work. (p. 51) 
Quality of generated data. The issue of the quality 
of computer generated work was another area commented upon 
in the literature. Some practitioners were concerned about 
the accuracy of the material in a personal data base or 
electronic spreadsheet. Joseph Ferreira, vice-president at 
Diebold Group Incorporated (cited in Shelton & Dooley, 
1984b), reiterated 
. . . that the old "garbage in, garbage out" 
phenomenon is more likely to occur with personal 
computers than it is either with manual computation or 
with a corporate wide system in which all data and 
mathematical models are stored in a central location. 
One reason for their fear is that, quite often, 
only the person using the computer knows exactly what 
data and assumptions were used to generate a solution. 
• • 
. (pp. 050-101 - 102) 
Michael Blum, a manager at Peat, Marwick, Mitchell 
and 
Company (cited in Shelton and Dooley, 1984b), said, "The 
quality of information stored in a personal computer 
may 
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not be as good as that in a large corporate data base, and 
therefore an executive’s analysis may not be good” (p. 050- 
102). Charles E. Ferguson, a vice-president at North 
American Philips Corporation, (cited in Shelton and Dooley, 
1984b) asserted, If you are allowing people to manipulate 
data (from) their own data base, you don’t have a 
microcomputer problem, you have a management problem” (p. 
050—102). Shelton and Dooley, (1984b) noted how the 
Philips Corporation prevented this from happening. 
To make sure this does not happen . . . , all the 
company's microcomputers are tied to the same 
information banks, which are stored in its large, 
central computer systems. When a manager needs 
information, he signs on to the larger system, pulls 
out the data he is looking for, and manipulates it on 
his own desk-top machine. (p. 050-102) 
Allen Z. Kluchman, president of Access Technology 
Incorporated (cited in Shelton and Dooley, 1984b), phrased 
a resolution to the problem in a similar manner, it was ”. 
. . to get the personal computers and software working 
together across all computer resources in a company" (p. 
050-102). Shelton and Dooley (1984c) contended that "line 
charges, down time, and slow system response have long 
plagued the large system user. Now, with high-quality, 
low-cost microcomputers, many such problems can be largely 
eliminated--without losing the computing capability of the 
large systems" (p. 250-101). 
Another issue dealt with hand written decisions and 
computer printed decisions. Michael Blum (cited in Shelton 
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and Dooley, 1984b), experienced a ". . . fear on the part 
of noncomputer decision-makers that handwriting on a yellow 
paper is not as credible as what comes off a computer” (p. 
050—102). Shelton and Dooley (1984b), too, described 
executives tending to assume any work done at a computer is 
correct. Charles E. Ferguson (cited in Shelton and Dooley, 
1984b), agreed: "We should never accept an answer from a 
computer without asking how it was arrived at (sic)" (p. 
050-102). Pat W. Gulden, a systems development specialist 
at Olympia Brewing Company (cited in Shelton & Dooley, 
1984b), stated, ". . . although the computer 
guarantees a mathematically correct answer, it does not 
ensure the right solution to a strategic question" (p. 050- 
101). 
Threat to security. Other observers and describers 
had additional, differing views about the microcomputer. 
Shelton, and Dooley, (1984a) indicated "companies fear that 
the proliferation of personal computers will threaten 
internal security and integrity in terms of mainframe 
operation ..." (p. 050-401). 
Pica (cited in Shelton and Dooley, 1984a) claimed the 
personal computer was a tool with limited scope which did 
not have to be connected to a mainframe computer. He 
reasoned this separation would eliminate any threat to 
security or his authority as vice-president of MIS 
(Management Information System) at E.F. Hutton. 
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Usefulness of Computer Policy 
and Task Force 
Pica (cited in Shelton & Dooley, 1984a) indicated the 
usefulness of an organizational policy which considers 
issues such as computer compatibility and personal computer 
life span. Furthermore, he espoused the need for an 
organizational task force to help monitor difficulties, 
define needs, establish policy, and institute clear goals. 
Judith M. Brush, a management consultant who specializes in 
new communications technology (cited in Shelton and Dooley, 
1984a), recommended making a task force ". . . truly 
representative • of those who use and need office systems" 
(p. 050-403). In a company with a mainframe or 
minicomputer, this involved senior executives within 
corporate communications, human resources, employee 
relations, training, and management information or data 
processing. Brush (cited in Shelton and Dooley, 1984a) 
also recommended focusing on five areas: 
. End-user needs and applications in terms of total 
office automation systems. 
. Defining the corporate attitude toward automation 
on a broad scale, as well as for PCs. 
. Evaluating PCs as effective tools for users. 
. Establishing policies for the implementation and 
administration of PC purchases or leases. 
. [And,] setting priorities for executing suggestions 
to top management. (p. 050-403) 
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Stages of Adaptation in Office Automation 
While management strategy must be tailored to each 
unique organization, there are patterns in those firms that 
have been successful in establishing office automation 
programs (Meyer, 1983, p. 51). The six excerpts which 
follow involve stages of office automation. 
Organizational Growth and Managerial Stages 
Nolan (1979) and Meyer (1983) addressed the idea that 
as organizations move through different stages of office 
automation, managerial issues change. In the beginning 
stages managers are involved with issues concerning the 
management of computers; in later stages the issue shifted 
to the management of data. Foley (1980) and Meyer (1983) 
gave time lines to these changes. Foley, an expert in the 
electronic insurance office concept, referred to the 
process of office automation from the planning to 
implementation stages as an evolutionary process taking 
from 10 to 20 years. Meyer's study of 35 large United 
States and Canadian firms found that ". . . organizations 
[take] a median of six months to gain management's 
approval; one year to build the first pilot within the 
office automation group; and two years to build the first 
pilot for a user group" (p. 56). In addition, he 
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experienced that "most of the groups with advance pilots 
have a minimum of three full time people . . . [with an] 
increase in staff size seem[ing] to predate a change in 
stage (p. 55). Also noteworthy is the estimate that "80% 
of the advanced groups . . . used some form of local data 
base management. [However,] systems for administrative 
support included forms, data bases, calendar management, 
correspondence track, ’to-do’ lists, project plans and 
status files, and group bibliographies" (Meyer, 1983, p. 
56). 
Eight Steps for Successful Automation 
Foley (1980) identified eight necessary steps for the 
successful automation of an insurance company. The 
transition must: 
. Involve top management from the beginning. 
. Be directed at fulfilling the company's objectives. 
. Involve a careful analysis of information 
requirements by objective and by function within 
the company . 
. Be accompanied by planning data base management, 
privacy, and security. 
. Be directed first at support for managerial 
decision making. 
. Take full advantage of new mini and micro processor 
technology. 
. Provide for decentralized distributed process. 
. [And] be evolutionary, not revolutionary. (p. 90) 
Four Stages of Office Automation Growth 
Day (cited in Meyer, 1983) conceptualized four stages 
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in the growth of office automation. Stage I is the 
conception ' stage when the recognition of the need for 
office automation, organizational acceptance, planning, and 
funding are considered; Stage II is the "initiation" stage 
with the use of pilot programs by information professionals 
and then by managers and professionals; Stage III is the 
"contagion” stage when there are many users using a limited 
set of tools as well as the existence of advanced, 
integrated system pilots; and lastly, Stage IV is the 
consolidation” stage when there is widespread employment of 
integrated office automation systems (p. 53). 
All of the groups that succeeded in building pilots 
for office automation users had a mix of 
data processing, administrative, and business skills. 
In contrast, those in the "conception” stage were 
lacking one or the other. Subsequently, we have 
observed the frequent addition of a behavioral science 
professional as the organizations move into the 
"contagion” stage. (Meyer, 1983, p. 55) 
Meyer (1983) experienced ". . . management issues 
chang[ing] as organizations move through stages of growth. 
The '’contagion” stage brings concern for rapid and 
widespread delivery. The . . . "consolidation” stage 
emphasizes efficient widespread delivery of common support 
services and integration of tools" (p. 59). 
Two Phases of Office Automation Concern 
Howard Anderson, a management consultant and president 
of Yankee Group (cited in Morgello, 1981), noted that 
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stages can impede the use of information technology in 
the organization; conversely, an imbalance of low 
control and high slack in the latter stages can lead 
to explosive dataprocessing budget increases and 
inefficient systems. (p. 117) 
Study about and Solutions for 
Introducing Office Automation 
According to the first of a four part study of the 
Administrative Management Society Foundation (cited in 
Smith, 1983), 80% of the targeted employee group and at 
least 50% of two managerial groups (i.e., "general 
administrator types" and those "substantially involved or 
interested in office automation") perceived that 
"maintaining human perspective in automated office 
environments is the single most critical problem . . ." in 
the office today (p. 64). However, it was found that ". 
. managers tend to be more concerned with the practical 
issues of justifying and implementing office automation, 
while employees focus more on the 'human-related' issues" 
( P . 6 ) . 
Smith (1983) also revealed some solutions for critical 
office automation problems as proposed by a group of 16 
experts (i.e., consultants and authorities on the subject 
of office automation). These ". . . expert solutions . . . 
[fell] into four areas; (1) education; (2) change strategy; 
(3) incentives; and (4) participation and communication" 
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(p. 100). The area of education included the need for a 
self awareness of change, the psychology of change, the 
provision for flexible training programs, and the 
encouragement of managers to seek formal education on the 
process of introducing change. The area of change strategy 
encompassed the selection of appropriate change strategies, 
the utilization of the Hawthorne Effect and consultants, 
and the installation of user-friendly systems. The area of 
incentives emphasized the use of measurement and reward for 
demonstrated aptitude. The last area of participation and 
communication stressed the involvement of managers and 
employees in the process of planning and implementation, 
and the encouragement of two-way communication to aid in 
the change process. The expert group in Smith's 1983 study 
thought "the process of change must be accomplished 
gradually, especially in the automated office. Proper 
education and promotion must be accomplished in order for 
change to be accepted" (p. 100). 
Summary 
The review of the literature relating to the topic of 
office automation and human issues suggested change and 
adaptation are necessary for office workers to benefit from 
the electronic office. Moreover, (a) simulation 
(c) electronic mail, (d) activities, (b) telecommuting, 
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voice recognition, (e) word processing, (f) video displays, 
and (g) telephone systems were identified as important 
office advancements, but the integration of this technology 
with people was acknowledged as being crucial. For 
example, one rapidly growing human concern in the office 
workplace was considered ergonomics. This was manifested 
with regard to health and safety through (a) on-going 
research, (b) legislative guidelines, and (c) union 
involvement. Communication and economic issues were also 
recognized as influencing the transition to office 
automation, and technological and human problems were 
anticipated as delaying the progress. 
The managerial function was expected to play a 
critical role in the electronic office. Nevertheless, 
experts perceived that (a) some managers believed they 
would only be indirectly affected by office automation, (b) 
others did not want to get involved with the technology, 
and (c) certain managers have already responded to the 
challenge of office automation. An increase in the use of 
computers by managers was thought to create changes in how 
managerial responsibilities were carried out. These 
changes included (a) manipulation of expanding amounts of 
data, (b) alteration of supervisory and hiring practices, 
(c) variations in staffing levels and jobs, (d) 
redefinintion of productivity and evaluation, (e) 
of staff, and (f) the direct utilization of retraining 
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computer skills. 
Information was considered the essential product of the 
office. Office-based personnel were viewed as spending 
most of their time (a) acquiring, (b) manipulating, (c) 
storing, (d) retrieving, and (e) disseminating information, 
and electronic technology was recognized as increasing that 
information at a rapid speed. How to and who were to 
manage information were identified as concerns of those 
interested in (a) office productivity, efficiency, and 
competition as well as (b) human issues and (c) automation. 
Indication of the misuse of information was made evident. 
Two such misuses involved (a) the questionable act of 
utilizing readily available information without being 
discriminating and (b) controlling information rather than 
sharing it. 
Information technology was also perceived as 
reorganizing the work people do in offices. Some said that 
people lower in the organization would take over the 
manager's job of integrating information, alleviating them 
of that task and creating more time for managers to utilize 
their leadership skills. Others said that information 
technology would create managers who would do a variety of 
tasks that others once did for them, thereby: (a) reducing 
the amount of clerical staff, (b) increasing the number of 
middle managers, and (c) creating elite, policy-making 
upper managers. 
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Experts maintained that experience with strategic 
planning, not the fruits of technology, would create 
successful organizations. This emphasis on planning would 
also stimulate the need for executive-directed information, 
and like other knowledge and resources, information could 
be (a) identified, (b) planned for, (c) measured, (d) 
budgeted for, (e) funded, (f) managed, (g) accounted for, 
and (h) audited. 
The office microcomputer was described as a managerial 
support tool for decision making. It was positively 
portrayed as a tool which could (a) save professionals 
time; (b) provide individual work stations; (c) be easier 
to use when compared to larger computers; (d) cost less; 
(e) reduce paperwork; and (f) be adaptable for instruction, 
retraining, and home use. It was negatively characterized 
as a tool which could (a) require greater acquisition and 
deployment planning, (b) need appropriate support 
personnel, (c) threaten security, and (d) generate 
questionable material (e.g., the validity of a variety of 
personal data bases versus a corporate data base). 
Another focus found in the review of the literature 
was in the area of adaptation to office automation. 
Experts addressed ideas such as: (a) there are stages in 
office automation growth; (b) as organizations move through 
stages of office automation, managerial issues change; (c) 
there are steps to be taken that are necessary for 
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successful office automation; (d) there are phases of 
office automation with the latter phase concentrating on 
enhancing executive productivity; and (e) there are 
solutions for critical office automation problems. 
In terms of growth, one researcher found that office 
automation took six months to gain management’s approval to 
two years to build the first pilot for a user group. 
Another expert found the process of office automation from 
the planning to implementation stages as an evolutionary 
process taking ten to twenty years. 
As automation of the office workplace was thought to 
be here to stay, involvement in office automation was 
expected to affect all levels of jobs. Therefore, how 
office personnel, managers,'and professionals responded to 
the technology—as well as human, organizational, and 
environmental issues—was perceived by many experts as the 
influencing success factor for the office of today and 
tomorrow. 
CHAPTER III 
DESIGN OF STUDY 
Introduction 
This chapter describes the design of the study. 
It includes an explanation of the appropriateness of the 
research methodology utilized as well as a detailed 
description of how data were collected, selected, 
presented, and analyzed. 
Purpose of the Study 
The general purpose of the study was to gain knowledge 
about and insight into perceptions and practices of 
nontechnical office personnel regarding their work role 
during a process of rapid technological change. This 
change was the automation of their office work setting. 
The investigation also identified characteristics of office 
personnel undergoing office automation. 
The specific purposes of the study were: 
1) to describe personal changes that have happened to 
the system user, 
2) to identify changes which have occurred in the 
system user’s job, 
3) to explore and categorize changes in the structure 
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of the organization, and 
A) to identify changes in the way the Department 
serves its clients. 
In addition, particular questions concentrated on (a) the 
respondent and his or her co-workers and (b) training. 
Research Methodology 
The design of the study is an ex post facto design. 
The research methodology involved the use of both 
quantitative and qualitative methods of inquiry. These 
methods consisted of administering interview and 
questionnaire surveys. By blending quantitative and 
qualitative methods of inquiry, the investigation was 
strengthened. For example, the quantitative approach 
focused on (a) the four purposes of the study which 
provided a structure for the investigation and (b) the ". . 
. use of instruments that provide[d] a standardized 
framework in order to limit data collection to certain 
predetermined response . . . categories" (Patton, 1980, p. 
22). The qualitative approach focused on (a) 
"triangulation" procedures which provided overlapping or 
"concurrent validity" (Miles & Huberman, 1984, p. 234) and 
(b) the use of descriptive data to enrich the statistical 
data . 
Primary data for the research were collected by 
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surveying system users within the automated sub-department 
of a public agency. The first survey consisted of a 
written questionnaire. The use of a questionnaire as an 
appropriate tool is advocated by Dobbert (1982) when large 
amounts of information need to be gathered, patterns 
confirmed, and distributions tested. 
The origin of items for the questionnaire were 
supplied by four sources. Patton (1982) commented on 
collection procedures for three of these sources when 
discussing the use of a "collaborative” questionnaire 
approach. These sources were: (a) adaptation of a 
questionnaire from another instrument that was used for a 
similar purpose (Eve, 1985), (b) identification of 
important topic areas through dialogues with decision 
makers and information users within the targeted 
organization, and (c) acquisition of insights via fieldwork 
in the population to be studied prior to the survey. 
Patton (1982) elaborated on the collection procedures by 
emphasizing the importance of . talking with program 
participants, learning their concerns, interests, and even 
special language . . . [jthus] . . . 'grounding' the 
questionnaire in the realities of firsthand, direct program 
experience. (p. 141) 
A fourth source for questionnaire items was utilized 
by the investigator. This source involved the accumulation 
of information from the expertise and experience of a 
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research team studying office automation. The investigator 
is one of the research associates on this team. 
In addition to the questionnaire, a random sample of 
questionnaire respondents was interviewed. The use of the 
interview procedure (a) provided an opportunity to probe 
deeper into sensitive issues uncovered in the questionnaire 
survey, (b) cross-validated findings in the study by 
employing a different measure, and (c) reduced respondent 
error by providing another response modality for a sampling 
of subjects. The questionnaire offered the opportunity for 
written expression, while the interview offered the 
opportunity for verbal expression. 
In addressing the issue of cross-validation in 
research, Webb, Campbell, Schwartz and Sechrest (1966) 
stated, "Once a proposition has been confirmed by two or 
more independent measurement processes, the uncertainty of 
interpretation is greatly reduced" (p. 3). They and Miles 
and Huberman (1984) referred to this procedure as 
"triangulation." The investigator applied this concept in 
her research to confirm findings through the use of two 
surveys as well as multiple interviewers. 
In order to minimize error in interviewing and scoring 
procedures, multiple interviewers were used. Three 
interviewers interviewed ten of the subjects. To assure 
reliability in the interpretation of the transcribed 
two coders independently coded the data interview data. 
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according to a coding manual. This manual was determined 
by assigning data from 80% of the interviewees into common, 
descriptive categories. In referring to reliability, 
Krippendorff (1980) stated that it . . is expressed as a 
function of the agreement achieved among coders regarding 
the assignment of units into categories" (p. 133). Next, a 
randomly selected tape coded by two of the interviewers was 
compared to see if there was inter-observer agreement. As 
inter—coder agreement was sought to meet academic standards 
for better than chance agreement, Scott’s pi (cited in 
Krippendorf, 1980) was utilized. Inter-coder agreement for 
two coders was calculated at 90% agreement. 
Sampling Procedure 
The written questionnaire was administered to fifty 
(N=50) subjects. These individuals made up the sub¬ 
department of a state agency which had recently 
computerized office operations in January of 1984. The 
single-function application, a data base, had been in place 
for a year and a half at the time of the study, and all 
subjects had been with the Department prior to January of 
1984. The population consisted of managers, non-managers, 
and supervisors whose jobs were directly involved with the 
use of the computer system; however, it is important to 
note that not everyone in this population actually operated 
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a computer keyboard. 
Development of Questionnaire 
The question content for the questionnaire encouraged 
knowledge, opinion, and behavioral input through the use of 
attitude, dichotomous, and open-ended questions. The 
questionnaire took approximately 20 minutes to complete. 
The participants were given the instrument with a letter of 
transmittal conveying the importance of the information the 
respondent would supply, the necessity of its return, and 
the assurance of confidentiality (Borg and Gall, 1983). A 
self addressed envelope was also enclosed with every 
questionnaire to encourage a prompt return and to simplify 
the mailing procedure. Moreover, information about and 
respect for the subject's withdrawal of consent to 
participate in the survey at any time were communicated. 
In addition, if after two weeks less than 50% of the 
questionnaires were returned, the head supervisor would 
have been contacted and asked to remind everyone to 
complete and return their questionnaires. 
The analysis of the questionnaire included the use of 
descriptive statistics. Responses were tallied and 
interpreted for each question, and the resultant scores 
involved group totals, percentages, means, modes, and 
standard deviations. The required tabulation and analysis 
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employed the computerized program known as the Statistical 
Package for the Social Sciences (SPSS) (Nie, Hull, Jenkins, 
Steinbrenner , Bent, 1975). 
Development of Interview Guide 
Approximately 25% of the questionnaire respondents 
were randomly selected as participants for personal 
interviews. However, stratified random sampling was 
exercised as representation from age, gender, and position 
categories was desired. Permission to partake in the 45 
minute interview was requested, approval to tape the 
session sought, anonymity assured, and information about 
and respect for the subject’s withdrawal of consent to 
participate in the survey at any time was communicated. In 
addition, an explanation of the reason for the study was 
again presented. 
The interview guide used in the interviewing process 
addressed the same topical areas the questionnaire spoke to 
but in a different format. The interview guide also 
employed Patton’s (1980) Standardized Open-ended Interview 
approach. The investigator utilized the approach so as to 
be able to effectively and efficiently compare responses to 
the same question. Nevertheless, in the analysis of the 
data, data were analyzed with regard to content rather than 
context specificity. 
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Presentation and Analysis of Data 
Analysis of the data was divided into two steps. The 
first step entailed the presentation and analysis of 
questionnaire data. The second step involved the 
presentation and analysis of interview data. In turn, each 
step was broken down into several sub-steps: (a) the 
reporting of quantitative profile data describing 
characteristics of the respondents, (b) the reporting of 
quantitative response data describing perceptions and 
practices of the respondents, and (c) the reporting of 
qualitative response data describing perceptions and 
practices of the respondents. 
Quantitative 
Analysis of the quantitative data focused on 
perceptions, practices, and characteristics of the subjects 
gleaned from closed question responses in the surveys. The 
use of descriptive statistics to analyze the questionnaire 
data comprised one quantitative component of this 
procedure. The utilization of ”. . . numbers in the 
matrix to clarify, support, and deepen . . . [the] meaning 
. . of spoken words from the interview data comprised 
the other quantitative component of the procedure (Miles 
and Huberman, 1984, p. 213). 
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Qualitative 
Analysis of the qualitative data involved two 
procedures which centered on written and spoken comments 
from the subjects. This compilation of comments is 
referred to as descriptive data by Bogdan and Taylor 
(1975). The first procedure identified general patterns 
or impressions emerging from descriptive data obtained from 
open question responses in the surveys. This process (a) 
mandated the absence of M. . . predetermining what 
variables or categories are worth measuring” (Patton, 1980, 
p. 46); and (b) created a ”. . . perspective that describes 
the interdependence and relatedness of complex phenomena 
. (p. 326) rather than focusing on linear causal 
relationships (e.g., X causes Y). The use of the process 
and employment of a "display” format (Miles & Huberman, 
1984, p. 79) aided in the organization, classification, 
presentation, and analysis of the data. 
The second procedure for analyzing the qualitative 
data addressed the interpretation of these data. The 
interpretation was according to the investigator's 
insights, skills, and creativity, keeping in mind as 
Margaret Mead (1977) noted, ”. . . it is . . . [the 
investigator’s] consciousness which provides the ground on 
which the lives of . . . people are figures" (pp* 282-283). 
Not to be overlooked in the analysis, however, was the 
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importance of the experience being based on the 
participants’ concepts rather than the investigator's 
(Boas, 1943). The use of these data further enhanced 
research findings and personalized the subjects being 
studied . 
Summary 
In this section the investigator discussed the design 
of the descriptive study. The discussion covered the use 
of qualitative and quantitative methods of inquiry and the 
utilization of interview and questionnaire surveys. The 
subjects for the study numbered 50 (N=50). The resultant 
information was intended to provide (a) potentially 
significant research and (b) decision makers and 
information users with a useful ”. . . perspective rather 
than truth, . . . [and possible] theories of action rather 
than generation and verification of universal theories . 
(Patton, 1980, pp. 282-283). 
CHAPTER I V 
PRESENTATION AND ANALYSIS OF QUESTIONNAIRE DATA 
Introduction 
Data collected from 40 of 50 questionnaire respondents 
(80 % questionnaire return) are presented in this chapter. 
The subjects comprised a sub-department in a large state 
agency which recently computerized office operations in 
January of 1984. The questionnaires were administered in 
March of 1985, approximately 14 months after the computer 
system was introduced. 
The presentation of data is divided into two steps. 
The first step reports the quantitative data from the 
questionnaire survey which are subdivided into: (a) 
presentation of the profile of the respondents and the 
response data and (b) analysis of the profile of the 
respondents and the response data. The second step 
introduces the qualitative data from the same instrument 
which are subdivided into: (a) presentation of the response 
data and (b) analysis of the response data. These 
qualitative data emerged from responses to open-ended 
questions as well as additional comments to dichotomous and 
attitude questions in the questionnaire survey. 
A summary of the quantitative response data in the 
questionnaire survey follows the analysis of these data. 
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The summary begins on page one hundred and thirty-nine. 
Presentation of Quantitative Questionnaire Data 
Profile of Respondents 
The following Tables, Tables 4.1 to 4.29, offer a 
profile of the characteristics and practices of the 40 
subjects who took part in the study. These Tables are not 
only employed to identify a public agency population which 
has undergone office automation, but to give the reader a 
more intimate glimpse of the survey respondents and to set 
the stage for the perceptions of the subjects resulting 
from the attitudinal and dichotomous survey responses. 
Table 4.1 
Gender of Respondents 
Gender Number Percent 
Female 29 72.5 
Male 11 27.5 
Total 40 100.0 
Table 4.2 
Position of Respondents 
Position Number Percent 
Managerial 6 15.0 
Non-Managerial 24 60.0 
Supervisory 8 20.0 
No Response 2 5.0 
Total 40 100.0 
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Table 4.4 
Age of the Respondents 
Years Number Percent Years Number Percent 
Under 24 2 5.0 45 - 49 1 2.5 
25 - 29 0 0.0 50 - 54 2 5.0 
30 - 34 8 20.0 55 - 59 5 12.5 
35 - 39 5 12.5 60 + 10 25.0 
40 - 44 5 12.5 No Response 2 5.0 
Total 40 100.0 
Table 4.5 
Highest_Education Level of Respondents 
Level Number Percent 
Some High School 1 2.5 
High School Degree 20 50.0 
Some College or Technical School 7 17.5 
College or Technical Sch. Degree 2 5.0 
Some Grad. School 3 7.5 
Grad. School Degree 6 15.0 
No Response 1 2.5 
Total 40 100.0 
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Table 4.8 
Income of Respondents 
Level Number Percent 
Under $14, 999 17 42.5 
$15,000 - $19,999 11 27.5 
$20,000 - $24,999 3 7.5 
$25,000 - $29,999 1 2.5 
$30,000 - $34,999 3 7.5 
$35,000 - $39,999 0 0.0 
$40,000 - $44,999 2 5.0 
No Response 3 7.5 
Total 40 100.0 
Prior Experience of 
Table 4.9 
Respondents with a Computer System 
Response N umber Percent 
Yes 17 42.5 
No 21 52.5 
No Response 2 5.0 
Total 40 100.0 
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Table 4.10 
Length of Time Respondents Worked in X Agency 
Years Number Percent 
0-5 5 12.5 
6-10 10 25.0 
11 - 15 12 30.0 
16 - 20 6 15.0 
Over 20 6 15.0 
No Response 1 2.5 
Total 40 100.0 
Table 4.11 
Length_of Time Respondents Worked in State Government 
Years Number Percent 
0-5 4 10.0 
6-10 8 20.0 
11 - 15 14 35.0 
16 - 20 4 10.0 
Over 20 8 20.0 
No Response 2 5.0 
Total 40 100.0 
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Table 4.13 
Prior Experience of Respondents with a Computer System 
by Position 
Position 
Prior 
Exper. Man. Non-man. Superv. No Resp. Row Total 
No. % No. % No. % No. % No. % 
Yes 5 83.3 12 50.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 17 42.5 
No 1 16.7 12 50.0 6 75.0 2 100.0 21 52.5 
No 
Resp. 0 0.0 0 0.0 2 25.0 0 0.0 2 5.0 
Column 
Total 6 15.0 24 60.0 8 20.0 2 5.0 40 100.0 
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Table 4.14 
^r-*~or Experience of Respondents with 
a Computer System by A%e 
_ 
in Years 
Prior 
Comp. 
Syst. 
Exp. 
20 -24 30- -34 35-39 40- -44 45-49 
No. % No. % No. % No. % No. % 
Yes 2 100.0 3 37.5 1 20.0 2 40.0 1 100. 
No 0 0.0 5 62.5 4 80.0 3 60.0 0 0. 
No 
Resp. 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0. 
Column 
Total 2 5.0 8 20.0 5 12.5 5 12.5 1 2. 
Age in Years 
50-54 55-59 60 + No Resp. Row 
Total 
Syst. 
Exp. 
No. % No. % No. % No. % No. % 
Yes 2 100.0 2 40.0 2 20.0 2 100.0 17 42.5 
No 0 0.0 3 60.0 6 60.0 0 0.0 21 52.5 
No 
Resp. 0 0.0 0 0.0 2 20.0 0 0.0 2 5.0 
Column 
Total 2 5.0 5 12.5 10 25.0 2 5.0 40 100.0 
0 
0 
0 
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Table 4.16 
Do Respondents Use Computers in Their Jobs? 
Response Number Percent 
Yes 28 70.0 
No 12 30.0 
Total 40 100.0 
Table 4.17 
What DoRespondents Use System For? 
Response Number Percent 
Looking up Information 3 10.7 
Scheduling 1 3.6 
Multiple Use 20 71.4 
Not Asked Question 12 — 
No Response 4 14.3 
Total 40 100.0 
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Table 4.18 
Respondents Use of Computer in Their Jobs 
by Position 
Position 
Use 
Comp. 
on 
Job 
Man. Non-Man. Super. No Resp. Row Total 
No. % No. % No. % No. % No^_ % 
Yes 3 50.0 18 75.0 5 62.5 2 100.0 28 70.0 
No 3 50.0 6 25.0 3 37.5 0 0.0 12 30.0 
Column 
Total 6 15.0 24 60.0 8 20.0 2 5.0 40 100.0 
Table 4.19 
Respondents Use of Computer in Their Jobs 
by Gender 
Gender 
Use 
Comp. 
on 
Job 
Female Male Row Total 
No. % No. % No. % 
Yes 22 75.9 6 54. 5 28 70.0 
No 7 24.1 5 45. 5 12 30.0 
Column 
Total 29 72.5 11 27. 5 40 100.0 
R
es
p
o
n
d
en
ts
 
U
se
 
o
f 
C
om
pu
te
r 
in
 
T
h
ei
r 
Jo
b
 
by
 
L
ev
el
 
o
f 
E
d
u
ca
ti
o
n
 
102 
o. 
m 
aj tx. 
o| 
2:1 
at 
• QJ T3 Sh 
CO oc U QJ 
o a 
• 
QJ -o 
E ca • O Sh o CO cj z 
QJ 
c QJ 
o 4. 
•H H OC 
•P QJ CO CJ Q 
o 3 
-a 
W 
E-* 4-1 
o CJ 
t—1 QJ QJ E 
> O QJ CO ►J 
CO 
• 
3C 
CO 
33 
QJ 
E O CO 
qj 
0) 
u 
ocj 
<U Q 
a 
o 
o 
•U 
m 
> 
co 
a 
x 
W 
o 
2 
B'Sl 
B^| 
6-$| 
S^l 
6-S| 
O o o 
• • 
o o o 
r>- CO o 
r-H 
00 CN o CN r-H NT 
o o m 
• • • 
o o CN 
r-H 
o r-H r-H 
CO r- o 
• • • 
CO vO m 
00 r-H r-H 
m r-H vO 
o o m 
• • • 
o o r^~ 
o 
r-H 
co o co 
o o o 
• • • 
o o m 
o 
r-H 
o CN CN 
v£5 m 
• • 
r—H 00 
r- CN r-H 
m CN 
o o O 
• • • 
o o O 
co in 
VO o 
r-H CN 
o o m 
• • • 
o o CN 
o 
r—H 
r-H o r-H 
cn QJ 
>« 
c 
E i—I 
3 CO 
rH 4-> 
o o 
CJ H 
Table A.21 
Number of Computer Terminals in the 
Respondents' Work Area 
Category_Number_Percent 
None 3 7.5 
1 6 15.0 
2 10 25.0 
3 1A 35.0 
A 1 2.5 
More 5 12.5 
No Response 1 2.5 
Total AO 100.0 
Table A.22 
Number of Workers in Work Area 
Category Number Percent 
0-2 3 7.5 
3-5 2 5.0 
6-8 10 25.0 
9-11 8 20.0 
12 or more 16 A0.0 
No Response 1 2.5 
Total A0 100.0 
Table 4.23 
Do Respondents Supervise Others Who Use a Computer? 
Response Number Percent 
Yes 11 27.5 
No 29 72.5 
Total 40 100.0 
Table 4.24 
Respondents’ Supervision of Others Who Use a Computer 
by Position 
Position 
Response Man. Non-Man. Superv. No Resp. Row Total 
No. % No. % No. % No. % No. % 
Yes 3 50.0 2 8.3 6 75.0 0 0.0 11 27.5 
No 3 50.0 22 91.7 2 25.0 2 100.0 29 72.5 
Column 
Total 6 15.0 24 60.0 8 20.0 2 5.0 40 100.0 
Table 4.25 
Do Respondents Use Information Another 
Can Get from Computer? 
Response Number Percent 
Yes 36 90.0 
No 4 10.0 
Total 40 100.0 
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Table 4.26 
Number of Times a Day Respondents Request 
Information from Another 
Category Number Percent 
Once a Day 13 36.1 
Twice a Day 2 5.6 
Three Times Day 3 8.3 
More 7 19.4 
Not Asked Question 4 — 
No Response 11 30.6 
Total 40 100.0 
Table 4.27 
Do Respondents Use Information Another Gets from a Computer 
by Position 
Response Man. 
Position 
Non-Man. Superv. No Resp. Row Total 
No. % No. % No. % No. % No. % 
Yes 6 100.0 20 83.3 8 100.0 2 100.0 36 90.0 
No 0 0.0 4 16.7 0 0.0 0 0.0 4 10.0 
Column 
Total 6 15.0 24 60.0 8 20.0 2 5.0 40 100.0 
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Table 4.28 
From Whom Respondents Learned to Use Y System 
Category Number Percent 
Co-worker 13 32.5 
Supervisor 13 32.5 
Outside Trainer 0 0.0 
Self Taught 3 7.5 
Other 2 5.0 
No Response 9 22.5 
Total 40 100.0 
Table 4.29 
From Whom Respondents Learned to Use Y 
System by Gender 
Gender 
Category 
Female Male Row Total 
No. % No. % No. % 
Co-worker 10 34.5 3 27.3 13 32.5 
Supervisor 13 44.8 0 0.0 13 32.5 
Self Taught 1 3.4 2 18.2 32 7.5 
Other 0 0.0 2 18.2 2 5.0 
No Response 5 17.2 4 36.4 9 22.5 
Column Total 29 72.5 11 27.5 40 100.0 
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Response Data 
There were twenty-one questions out of a total of 
thirty-seven questionnaire questions aimed at investigating 
the respondents' perceptions about change since the 
introduction of the Y system with regard to themselves, co¬ 
workers, and their organization. Ten were attitude 
questions which required the respondents' agreement or 
disagreement, and seven were dichotomous questions which 
necessitated a yes or no response. Of the twenty one 
questions, fifteen questions requested further comments, 
and four open-ended questions asked for thoughts or 
opinions concerning the goals of X agency, possible 
additional functions of the Y system, and anything the 
respondents wished to share. 
To present the data the following format is used. 
First the dichotomous questions are introduced and then the 
attitude statements. 
Dichotomous questions and response data. The 
succeeding tables, Tables 4.30 to 4.36, consist of 
dichotomous questions which focus upon two issues. These 
issues apply to two of the four specific purposes of the 
study identified in Chapter I. Those specific purposes 
were (a) to identify changes which have occurred in the 
system user's job and (b) to explore and categorize changes 
in the structure of the organization. The questions 
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employed to yield the sought data are as follows: 
Table 4.30 Have computer skills become part of your 
formal job description? 
Table 4.31 Has the acquisition of computer skills 
changed your job classification? 
Table 4.32 Have people's jobs/roles changed since 
the introduction of the Y System? 
Table 4.33 Has the acquisition of computer skills 
had any effect on personnel decisions 
such as hiring, promotion, transfers, 
etc . ? 
Table 4.34 Have new jobs been added? 
Table 4.35 Have any job descriptions been officially 
modified? 
Table 4.36 Have any jobs been eliminated? 
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Question: 
Table 4.30 
Have computer skills become part of your formal 
job description? 
Response 
Response Number 
Yes 18 
No 7 
I Don ' t Know 1 
Not Asked Question 12 
No Response 2 
Total 40 
Percent 
64.3 
25.0 
3.6 
7.1 
100.0 
no 
Table 4.31 
Question: Has the acquisition of computer 
your job classification? 
Response 
Response Number 
Yes 6 
No 14 
I Don’t Knew 5 
Not Asked Question 12 
No Response 3 
Total 40 
skills changed 
Percent 
21.4 
50.0 
17.9 
10.7 
100.0 
Ill 
Question: 
Table 4.32 
Have people's jobs/roles changed since the 
introduction of the Y System? 
Response 
Response Number Percer 
Yes 24 60.0 
No 4 10.0 
I Don't Know 10 25.0 
No Response 2 5.0 
Total 40 100.0 
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Question: 
Table 4.33 
Has the acquisition of computer skills had any 
effect on personnel decisions such as hiring, 
promotion, transfers, etc.? 
Response 
Response Number Percer 
Yes 9 22.5 
No 10 25.0 
I Don *t Know 19 47.5 
No Response 2 5.0 
Total 40 100.0 
Table 4.34 
Question Have new jobs been added? 
Response 
Response Number 
Yes 7 
No 19 
I Don * t Know 11 
No Response 3 
Percent 
17.5 
47.5 
27.5 
7.5 
Total 40 100.0 
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Question: 
Table 4.35 
Have any 
modified? 
job descriptions been officially 
Response 
Response Number Percent 
Yes 9 22.5 
No 16 40.0 
I Don’t Know 13 32.5 
No Response 2 5.0 
Total 40 100.0 
Question 
Table 4.36 
Have any jobs been eliminated? 
Response 
Response Number 
Yes 7 
No 13 
I Don ' t Know 17 
No Response 3 
Total 40 
Percent 
17.5 
32.5 
42.5 
7.5 
100.0 
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Attitude Statements and Response Data. The following 
tables, Tables 4.37 to 4.46, consist of attitude statements 
which focus upon three issues. These issues apply to three 
of the four specific purposes of the study identified in 
Chapter I. Those specific purposes are (a) to describe 
personal changes that have happened to the system user, 
(b) to identify changes which have occurred in the system 
user's job, and (c) to explore and categorize changes in 
the structure of the organization. The statements employed 
to yield response data and written comments are as follows: 
Table 4.37 The Y System is necessary for 
accomplishing the work of the Department. 
Table 4.38 The Y System is necessary for the job I 
do here. 
Table 4.39 There is still too much paperwork 
involved in my job. 
Table 4.40 The Y System needs to be connected to 
other Departments with whom we work. 
Table 4.41 Everyone in our department needs to know 
how to use the Y System. 
Table 4.42 Everyone in our department needs to be 
able to use the Y System for his/her job. 
Table 4.43 There need to be more terminals available 
for personnel using the Y System. 
Table 4.44 People have changed the way they behave 
with one another since the introduction 
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Table 
of the Y System. 
.45 Personnel are supervised differently now 
that the Y System is here. 
Personnel who don't use the Y System are 
viewed differently from those who do. 
Table 4.46 
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Table 4.37 
Statement: The Y System is necessary for accomplishing the 
work of the Department. 
Response 
Number Percent Number Percent 
Strongly Agree . . 21 52.5 % . 
. ] 
1 34 85.0 % 
Agree . 13 32.5 % . • 1 
Not Sure/Don’t Know 2 5.0 % . • 1 2 5.0 % 
Strongly Disagree. 2 5.0 % . . ] 
] 2 5.0 % 
Disagree . 0 0.0 % . • 1 
No Response . . . 2 5.0 % . 
. ] 2 5.0 % 
Statistical Analysis 
Mean. 1.975 
Standard Deviation . . 1.819 
Table 4.38 
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Statement: The Y System is necessary for the job I do 
here . 
Response 
Number Percent Number Percent 
Strongly Agree . . 16 40.0 % . . ] 
] 30 75.0 % 
Agree . 14 35.0 % . . ] 
Not Sure/Don’t Know 2 5.0 % . . ] 2 5.0 % 
Strongly Disagree. 6 15.0 % . . ■ ] 
] 6 15.0 % 
Disagree . 0 0.0 % . , 
. ] 
No Response . . . 2 5.0 % . , 
. ] 2 5.0 % 
Statistical Analysis 
Mean. 2.300 
Standard Deviation . . 1.-870 
Table 4.39 
120 
Statement: There is still too much paperwork involved in 
my job. 
Response 
Number Percent Number Percent 
Strongly Agree . . 8 20.0 % . 
. 1 
] 20 50.0 % 
Agree . 12 30.0 % . 
. 1 
Not Sure/Don’t Know 4 10.0 % . 
. 1 4 10.0 % 
Strongly Disagree. 11 27.5 % . . ] 
] 12 30.0 % 
Disagree . 1 2.5 % . . 1 
No Response . . . 4 10.0 % . . ] ^ 10.0 % 
Statistical Analysis 
Mean. 3.225 
Standard Deviation 2.270 
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Table 4.40 
Statement: The Y System needs to be connected to other 
Departments with whom we work. 
Response 
Number Percent Number Percent 
Strongly Agree . . 13 32.5 % . 
. 1 
1 27 67.5 % 
Agree . 14 35.0 % . 
. 1 
Not Sure/Don’t Know 8 20.0 % . 
. 1 8 20.0 % 
Strongly Disagree. 2 5.0 % . . ] 
] 2 5.0 % 
Disagree . 0 0.0 % . • ] 
No Response . . . 3 7.5 % . . ] 3 7.5 % 
Statistical Analysis 
Mean. 2.500 
Standard Deviation 2.063 
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Table 4.41 
Statement: Everyone in our Department needs to know how to 
use the Y System. 
Response 
Number Percent Number Percent 
Strongly Agree . . 19 47.5 % . 
. ] 
] 31 77.5 % 
Agree . 12 30.0 % . • ] 
Not Sure/Don't Know 4 10.0 % . 
. ] 4 10.0 % 
Strongly Disagree. 3 7.5 % . 
. 1 
] 3 7.5 % 
Disagree . 0 0.0 % . . 1 
No Response . . . 2 5.0 % . . 1 2 5.0 % 
Statistical Analysis 
Mean. 2.125 
Standard Deviation . . 1.842 
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Table 4.42 
Statement: Everyone in our Department needs to be able to 
use the Y System for his/her job. 
Response 
Number Percent Number Percent 
Strongly Agree . . 14 35.0 % . . ] 
] 25 62.5 % 
Agree . 11 27.5 % . . ] 
Not Sure/Don’t Know 7 17.5 % . . ] 7 17.5 % 
Strongly Disagree. 6 15.0 % . . ■ 1 
] 6 15.0 % 
Disagree . 0 0.0 % . , . 1 
No Response . . . 2 5.0 % . , . 1 2 5.0 % 
Statistical Analysis 
Mean. 2.475 
Standard Deviation 1.853 
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Table 4.43 
Statement: There need to be more terminals available for 
personnel using the Y System. 
Strongly Agree 
Agree 
Not Sure/Don’t Know 
Strongly Disagree. 
Disagree . 
No Response ... 2 
Percent Number Percent 
50.0 % . • 1 
] 30 75.0 % 
25.0 % . 
. 1 
15.0 % . • 1 6 15.0 % 
5.0 % . 
. 1 
] 2 5.0 % 
0.0 % . 
. 1 
5.0 % . 
. ] 2 5.0 % 
Response 
Number 
20 
10 
6 
2 
0 
Statistical Analysis 
Mean. 2.100 
Standard Deviation . . 1.837 
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Table 4.44 
Statement: People have changed the way they behave with 
one another since the introduction of the Y 
System. 
Response 
Number Percent Number Percent 
Strongly Agree • • 6 15.0 % . 
. 1 
] 13 32.5 % 
Agree . . . . 7 17.5 % . 
. 1 
Not Sure/Don't Know 12 30.0 % . 
. 1 12 30.0 % 
Strongly Disag ree. 11 27.5 % . 
. 1 
] 13 32.5 % 
Disagree . . . • • 2 5.0 % . . 1 
No Response • • 2 5.0 % . 
. ] 2 5.0 % 
Statistical Analysis 
Mean . 3.200 
Standard Deviation . . 1.757 
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Table 4.45 
Statement: Personnel are supervised differently 
the Y System is here. 
Response 
Number Percent Number 
Strongly Agree . . 
Agree . 
Not Sure/Don't Know 
Strongly Disagree. 
Disagree . 
No Response . . . 
5 12.5 % .. ] 
] 12 
7 17.5 % .. ] 
8 20.0 % .. ] 8 
14 35.0 % .. ] 
] 17 
3 7.5 % . . ] 
3 7.5 % . . ] 3 
Statistical Analysis 
Mean. 3.525 
Standard Deviation . . 1.961 
now that 
Percent 
30.0 % 
20.0 % 
42.5 % 
7.5 % 
127 
Table 4.46 
Statement: Personnel who don't use the Y System are viewed 
differently from those who do. 
Response 
Number Percent Number Percent 
Strongly Agree . . 4 10.0 % . • 1 
] io 25.0 % 
Agree . 6 15.0 % . 
. ] 
Not Sure/Don't Know 10 25.0 % . . ] 10 25.0 % 
Strongly Disagree. 15 37.5 % . 
. ] 
] 17 42.5 % 
Disagree . 2 5.0 % . 
. 1 
No Response . . . 3 7.5 % . • ] 3 7.5 % 
Statistical Analysis 
Mean. 3.575 
Standard Deviation . . 1.893 
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Analysis of Quantitative Questionnaire Data 
Profile of the Respondents 
Tables 4.1 to 4.29 provide a profile of the 
characteristics and practices of the 40 subjects in the 
study. These tables are employed to identify a public 
agency population which has undergone office automation, 
give the reader a more intimate glimpse of the survey 
respondents, and set the stage for the perceptions of the 
subjects resulting from the attitudinal and dichotomous 
survey responses. 
To begin, the gender of the respondents is 
predominantly female; 72.5% (29) are female and 27.5% (11) 
are male. The position of these respondents can be 
categorized into three groups: (a) non-managers comprising 
60.0% (24), (b) supervisors comprising 20.0% (8), and (c) 
managers comprising 15.0% (6). A cross tabulation of 
gender of the respondents by position indicates that 
managers consist of an almost equal percentage of females 
(63.3%, 2) and males (66.7%, 4); all (100.0%, 8) of the 
supervisors are female; and 70.8% (17) of the non-managers 
are female while 29.2% (7) are male. 
The age of the respondents presents a bi-modal 
configuration. The larger of this distribution shows 25.0% 
(10) of the respondents are 60 years or older; the smaller 
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indicates 20.0% (8) of the subjects are in the 30-34 year 
age range. Equal numbers and percentages of subjects, 
12.5% (5), are in the 35-39, 40-44, and 55-59 year age 
ranges. Five percent (2) of the respondents are under 29 
years of age. 
A cross tabulation of age of respondents by position 
reveals 33.3% (2) of the managers are 60 years of age or 
over and 33.3% (2) are 35 to 39 years of age, while 75.0% 
(6) of the supervisors are 60 years of age or over. 
Twenty-five percent (6) of the non-managers are between 20 
and 34 years of age, 29.2% (7) are between 35 and 44, and 
29.1% (7) are in the 55 and 60 or over category. 
The highest level of education for half or 50.0% (20) 
of the subjects is a high school degree, 17.5% (7) have 
some college or technical school training, and 15.0% (6) 
have a graduate school degree. A cross tabulation of level 
of education of respondents by position discloses that 
33.3% (2) of the managers have graduate degrees and 33.3% 
(2) have college or technical school degrees, 50.0% (12) of 
the non-managers have high school degrees while 20.8% (5) 
have some college or technical school degrees, and 62.5% 
(5)) of the supervisors have high school degrees and 25.0% 
(2) have some college or technical school training. 
The income for the population indicates the range for 
1984 to be from under $14,999.00 to $44,999.00. Forty-two 
and five tenths percent (17) of the respondents made under 
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$14,999.00 and 27.5% (11) earned $15,000.00 to $19,999.00. 
In terms of length of time the respondents worked in X 
agency, 60.0% (24) have worked 11 to 20 or more years. Of 
this group, 30.0% (12) have worked 16 to 20 or more years. 
Thirty—seven and five tenths percent (15) have worked 10 or 
less years. With regard to the subjects who have worked in 
state government, 65.0% (26) have worked 11 to 20 years or 
more. A cross tabulation of the length of time respondents 
worked for X by how long they worked in state government 
reveals approximately 23.8% (5) of 40 subjects worked in 
state government before working for X. 
When respondents were asked if they had prior 
experience with a computer system, approximately half 
answered no (52.5%, 21) and half answered yes (42.5%, 17). 
A cross tabulation of prior computer system experience of 
respondents by position discloses 83.3% (5) of the managers 
had prior experience with a computer system, half or 50.0% 
(12) of the non-managers had prior experience, but 75.0% 
(6) of the supervisors did not have prior experience. 
A cross tabulation of prior experience of respondents 
with a computer system by age reveals 100.0% (2) in the 20 
to 24 year old category and 62.5% (5) in the 45 to 59 
category did have prior experience with a computer system, 
while 70.0% (7) of the 35 to 44 year olds and 60.0% (6) 60 
or over did not. 
A cross tabulation of prior experience of respondents 
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with a computer system by level of education indicates 
60.0% (12) of subjects with a high school degree and 55.5% 
(5) with some college or technical school training or 
degree did not have prior experience with a computer 
system; however, 55.5% (5) with some graduate training or 
graduate degree did have prior experience with a computer 
system. 
The number of respondents who personally use a 
computer in their job is 70.0% (28). When those subjects 
who use a computer in their job were asked what they used 
the system for, more than two-thirds (71.4%, 20) said they 
employ the Y system for multiple use (i.e., data entry and 
retrieval ) . 
A cross tabulation of the respondents use of computers 
in their jobs by position shows that 50.0% (3) of the 
managers, 75.0% (18) of the non-managers, and 62.5% (5) of 
the supervisors use computers in their jobs. Another cross 
tabulation of the respondents use of computers in their 
jobs by gender reveals that 75.9% (22) of the females and 
54.5% (6) of the males use computers in their jobs. Yet 
another cross tabulation of the respondents use of 
computers in their jobs by level of education indicates 
70.0% (14) of the subjects with a high school degree, 55.5% 
(5) with some college or technical school training or 
degree, and 88.9% (5) with some graduate training or degree 
use computers in their jobs. 
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The number of terminals in the respondent's area of 
work ranges from none to more than 4, but 75.0% (30) of the 
respondents have 1 to 3 terminals in their work area. The 
number of workers in the respondent's area of work ranges 
from one to more than 12. Forty-five percent (18) of the 
respondents have 6 to 11 employees in their work area, 
while 40.0% (16) have 12 or more. Only 7.5% (3) of the 
respondents have 2 or less workers in their work area. 
When the respondents were asked if they supervise 
others who use a computer, 72.5% (29) said they did not. A 
cross tabulation of respondents who supervise others who 
use a computer by position indicates 50.0% (3) of the 
managers and 91.7% (22) of the non-managers did not, but 
75.0% (6) of the supervisors did supervise others who use a 
computer. 
Although 70.0% (28) of the total population use 
computers in their jobs, 90.0% (36) of the subjects use 
information another can get from a computer. Of the 90.0% 
(36), 50.0% (18) request information 1 to 3 times a day and 
19.4% (7) request information more than 3 times a day. A 
cross tabulation of respondents' use of information another 
can get from a computer by position demonstrates 100.0% (6) 
of the managers, 83.3% (20) of the non-managers, and 100.0% 
(8) of the supervisors use information another can get from 
a computer. 
An interesting pattern of in-house training emerged as 
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a result of asking the respondents from whom they learned 
to use the Y system. An equal number and percentage 
(32.5%, 13) of respondents learned from co-workers or their 
supervisors, while 7.5% (3) taught themselves. No (0.0%, 
0) respondents learned the system from outside trainers. 
A cross tabulation of from whom the respondents 
learned the Y System by gender indicates that 34.5% (10) of 
the females learned the system from a co-worker and 44.8% 
(13) learned from a supervisor. In contrast, 27.3% (3) of 
the males learned from a co-worker, whereas 0.0% (0) 
learned from a supervisor and an equal number and 
percentage 18.2% (2) taught themselves or learned from 
another manner. 
Response Data 
In this section the investigator analyzes the 
questionnaire data pertaining to perceptions of the 
respondents with regard to (a) personal changes that have 
happened to the system user, (b) changes which have 
occurred in the system user's job, and (c) changes in the 
structure of the organization. An analysis of dichotomous 
questions and attitude statements used to elicit these 
perceptions is followed by a summary of the questionnaire 
response data . 
Dichotomous questions . The analysis of the seven 
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dichotomous questions identified significant statistical 
patterns. For the purpose of this analysis, questions with 
which sixty-five percent (65.0%) of the subjects responded 
in the affirmative are considered as having a High Level of 
Affirmation; questions with which sixty-five percent 
(65.0%) of the subjects responded in the negative are 
considered as having a High Level of Negation. All other 
responses are considered as having No Significant 
Affirmation or Negation. 
The analysis of data which pertain to these responses 
indicates less than sixty-five percent (65.0%) of the 
respondents had neither a high level of affirmation or 
negation. 
No Significant Affirmation or Negation. 
1. Have computer skills become part of your formal 
job description? (Table 4.30) 
Respondents: 18 (64.3%) Yes 
7 (25.0%) No 
1 ( 3.6%) I Don't Know 
2. Has the acquisition of computer skills changed 
your job classification? (Table 4.31) 
Respondents: 6 (21.4%) Yes 
14 (50.0%) No 
5 (17/9%) I Don't Know 
3 Have people's jobs/roles changed since the 
introduction of the Y System? (Table 4.32) 
Respondents: 24 (60.0%) Yes 
4 (10.0%) No 
10 (25.0%) I Don't Know 
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4. Has the acquisition of computer skills had any 
effect on personnel decisions such as hiring, 
promotion, transfers, etc.? (Table 4.33) 
Respondents: 9 (22.5%) Yes 
10 (25.0%) No 
19 (47.5%) I Don't Know 
5. Have new jobs been added? (Table 4.34) 
Respondents: 7 (17.5%) Yes 
19 (47.5%) No 
11 (27.5%) I Don't Know 
6. Have any job descriptions been officially 
modified? (Table 4.35) 
Respondents: 9 (22.5%) Yes 
16 (40.0%) No 
13 (32.5%) I Don't Know 
7. Have any jobs been eliminated? (Table 4.36) 
Respondents: 7 (17.5%) Yes 
13 (32.5%) No 
17 (42.5%) I Don't Know 
Attitude statements . Analysis of the ten attitude 
statements considers significant statistical patterns. One 
pattern with which sixty-five percent (65.0%) of the 
respondents either strongly agree or agree is considered as 
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having a High Level of Agreement. The other pattern with 
which sixty-five percent (65*0%) of the respondents either 
strongly disagree or disagree is identified as having a 
High Level of Disagreement. A third pattern with which 
less than sixty-five percent (65.0%) of the respondents 
neither strongly agree or agree nor strongly disagree or 
disagree is recognized as having No Significant Agreement 
or Disagreement. 
The analysis of data which pertain to these responses 
indicates more than sixty-five percent (65.0%) of the 
respondents had a high level of agreement with five of the 
ten attitude statements. Conversely, less than sixty-five 
percent (65.0%) of the respondents had no significant 
agreement or disagreement with the five other attitude 
statements . 
High Level of Agreement. 
1. The Y System is necessary for accomplishing the 
work of the Department. (Table 4.37) 
Mean Score 1.975 Standard Deviation 1.819 
Respondents: 34 (85.0%) Strongly Agree or Agree 
2. The Y System is necessary for the job I do here. 
(Table 4.38) 
Mean score 2.300 Standard Deviation 1.870 
Respondents: 30 (75.0%) Strongly Agree or Agree 
3. The Y System needs to be connected to other 
Departments with whom we work. (Table 4.40) 
Mean 2.500 Standard Deviation 2.063 
Respondents: 27 (67.5%) Strongly Agree or Agree 
Everyone in our Department needs to know how to 
use the Y System. (Table 4.41) 
Mean Score 2.125 Standard Deviation 1.842 
Respondents: 31 (77.5%) Strongly Agree or Agree 
There need to be more terminals available for 
personnel using the Y System. (Table 4.43) 
Mean 2.100 Standard Deviation 1.837 
Respondents: 30 (75.0%) Strongly Agree or Agree 
No Significant Agreement or Disagreement 
There is still too much paperwork involved in my 
job. (Table 4.39) 
Mean 3.225 Standard Deviation 2.270 
Respondents: 20 (50.0%) Strongly Agree or Agree 
4 (10.0%) Not Sure/Don't Know 
12 (30.0%) Strongly Disagree or 
Disagree 
Everyone in our Department needs to be able to use 
the Y System for his/her job. (Table 4.44) 
Mean 2.475 Standard Deviation 1.853 
Respondents: 25 (62.5%) Strongly Agree or Agree 
7 (17.5%) Not Sure/Don’t Know 
6 (15.0%) Strongly Disagree or 
Disagree 
People have changed the way they behave with one 
another since the introduction of the Y System. 
(Table 4.44) 
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Mean 3.200 Standard Deviation 1.757 
Respondents: 13 (32.5%) Strongly Agree or Agree 
12 (30.0%) Not Sure/Don’t Know 
13 (32.5%) Strongly Disagree or 
Disagree 
4. Personnel are supervised differently now that the 
Y System is here. (Table 4.45) 
Mean 3.525 Standard Deviation 1.961 
Respondents: 12 (30.0%) Strongly Agree or Agree 
8 (20.0%) Not Sure/Don't Know 
17 (42.5%) Strongly Disagree or 
Disagree 
5. Personnel who don’t use the Y System are viewed 
differently from those who do. (Table 4.46) 
Mean 3.575 Standard Deviation 1.893 
Respondents: 10 (25.0%) Strongly Agree or Agree 
10 (25.0%) Not Sure/Don’t Know 
17 (42.5%) Strongly Disagree or 
Disagree 
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Summary of Quantitative Response Data 
in Questionnaire 
In this section the questionnaire data were analyzed 
pertaining to perceptions of the respondents with regard 
to (a) personal changes that have happened to the system 
user, (b) changes which have occurred in the system user's 
job, and (c) changes in the structure of the organization. 
A statistical analysis of dichotomous questions and 
attitude statements was displayed which indicated 
significant statistical patterns. 
The seven dichotomous questions revealing no 
significant affirmation or negation showed the population 
being studied made an unclear or uncritical range of 
response choices with regard to these questions. Between 
3.6% to 64.3% of the subjects responded with either 
affirmation, negation, or they did not know to these 
questions. 
Five of ten attitude statements indicating a high 
level of agreement demonstrated the population being 
studied made a discriminating or judgmental range of 
choices with regard to their responses to these questions. 
Conversely, five of ten attitude statements indicating no 
significant agreement or disagreement again suggested the 
population being studied made an unclear or uncritical 
choices to those questions. range of response 
Between 
67.5% and 85.0% of the respondents either strongly agreed 
or agreed with five of the attitude statements, while 
between 32.5% and 62.5% neither strongly agreed or agreed 
nor strongly disagreed or disagreed with the five other 
attitude statements. 
The following table, Table 4.47, exhibits a ranking of 
mean and standard deviation scores for the attitude 
statements. The distribution of the subject’s responses to 
these questions differs moderately but indicates a clear 
choice pattern. However, this pattern is not a highly 
discriminating one. An analysis of mean and standard 
deviation scores supports this observation. 
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Table 4.47 
Mean and Standard Deviation of 
Questionnaire Attitude Statement 
Responses Ranked by Mean Score 
Statement Mean 
Personnel who don’t use the Y 
System are viewed differently 
from those who do. (Table 
4.46) 
Personnel are supervised 
differently now that the Y 
System is here. (Table 4.45) 
There is still too much 
paperwork involved in my job. 
(Table 4.39) 
People have changed the way 
they behave with one another 
since the introduction of the 
Y System. (Table 4.44) 
The Y System needs to be 
connected to other 
Departments with whom we 
work. (Table 4.40) 
Everyone in our Department 
needs to be able to use the Y 
System for his/her job. 
(Table 4.44) 
The Y System is necessary for 
the -job I do here. (Table 
4.38) 
Everyone in our Department 
needs to know how to use the 
Y System. (Table 4.41) 
There need to be more 
terminals available for 
personnel using the Y System. 
(Table 4.43) 
3.575 
3.525 
3.225 
3.200 
2.500 
2.475 
2.300 
2.125 
2.100 
Standard 
Deviation 
1.893 
1.961 
2.270 
1.757 
2.063 
1.853 
1.870 
1.842 
1.837 
Question Mean 
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The Y System is necessary for 
accomplishing the work of the 
Department. (Table 4.37) 
1.975 
Standard 
Deviation 
1.819 
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Presentation of Qua1itative Questionnaire Data 
Response Data 
Qualitative data were sought from the questionnaire 
through the use of additional comments to 15 attitude and 
dichotomous questions as well as four open-ended questions. 
Tables 4.48 to 4.50 present these data. 
Analysis of Qualitative Questionnaire Data 
Response Data 
The respondents made from one to four comments to 11 
of the 15 questions. These comments addressed the need 
for (a) reclassification and upgrading of jobs, (b) 
management and professionals to know how to use the Y 
System, (c) everyone to use the Y System themselves in 
order to increase office efficiency and decrease resentment 
on the part of the people being asked to get the 
information, and (d) more terminals. The responses also 
covered observations about (e) personnel decisions 
concerning new jobs being unchanged except for the addition 
of one new job, (f) the reduction of paperwork as the 
System is used more, (g) the Y System producing fast and 
accurate information, and (h) positive attitude changes of 
personnel using the computer system. 
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Table 4.48 
Dichotomous Questions and Written_Comments 
ot He s pond el\ ts “ 
Question 23 Have people’s jobs/roles changed since the 
introduction of the Y System? (Table 4.32) 
’’Many employees’ jobs have changed and should 
be reclassified and upgraded." 
Question 24 Has the acquisition of computer skills had 
any effect on personnel decisions such as 
hiring, promotion, transfers, etc.? (Table 
4.33) 
"Thus far there has been no evidence of such. 
Personnel have been trained in . . . [Y] Data 
Processing ." 
* * * 
"Not yet to any noticeable degree, but will 
as productivity standards are established." 
Question 25 Have new jobs been added? (Table 4.34) 
"Programmer positions [were] added in Systems 
Operations ." 
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Question 
Question 
Question 
Question 
Table 4.49 
Attitude Questions and Written Comments 
of Respondents 
14 The Y System is necessary for the job I do 
here. (Table 4.38) 
"It is necessary in order to produce correct 
and accurate information." 
* * * 
"Same work was done before, but this is 
faster . " 
15 There is still too much paperwork involved in 
my job. (Table 4.39) 
"Paperwork will diminish as the system 
becomes more universally used." 
17 Everyone in our department needs to know how 
to use the Y System. (Table 4.41) 
"Managements should know in order to better 
understand system limitations, thus, to 
suggest corrections and improvements." 
"Professionals need to know that the system 
is a good tool that can be used to their 
advantage .... [A computer is not a 
typewriter.] Hands on is the only way to 
learn." 
18 Everyone in our department needs to be able 
to use the Y System for his/her job. (Table 
4.44) 
"At least to be able to get the information 
they need rather than relying on others for 
this task." 
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Question 
Question 
Question 
Question 
* * # 
"Everyone needs to be able to use the system 
if Department goals — long and short term —are 
to be met.” 
19 There need to be more terminals available for 
personnel using the Y System. (Table 4.43) 
XX has over twenty employee users and only 
one terminal . ” 
* * * 
"There does not seem to be enough in each 
bureau ." 
* * * 
"Lack of of adequate equipment will sharply 
curtail success of the program." 
20 People have changed the way they behave with 
one another since the introduction of the Y 
System. (Table 4.44) 
"Certain managers who should know how to use 
it and don't put additional pressure on their 
subordinates . " 
* % -* 
"Their attitude has changed. Seeking 
information so readily makes the work day 
enjoyable." 
21 Personnel are supervised differently now that 
the Y System is here. (Table 4.45) 
"The system understood correctly is the only 
way to function properly." 
22 Personnel who don't use the Y System are 
viewed differently from those who do. (Table 
4.46) 
"People who should know how to use the system 
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and don't [are treated differently]. They 
call others to get information they should be 
retrieving themselves. This causes 
resentment. " 
* # 
"Certain types of employees do not want to 
change their daily routines—too set in their 
old ways . " 
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Table 4.50 
Open-ended Questions and Written Responses 
of Respondents “ c 
Question 28 Briefly describe what you see as the goals of 
the Department. 
"To • • • expedite the results of . . . [our 
findings] as quickly as possible." 
* # * 
"To administer . . . [information] to the . . 
. [clients] as quickly as possible." 
* * * 
"To develop and maintain a professionalized . 
. . system responsive to the needs of 70,000 
. . . [clients] ." 
* * * 
"Full integration of . [one system] and 
the . . .Y System, creating a comprehensive, 
computer based information and processing 
system in support of . . . [Z] operations." 
* * * 
"To provide a timely, efficient . . . system 
for all . . . ." 
* -:s- *- 
"To get everyone involved and get rid of 
excess paper." 
K X 
Question 29 What difference has the Y System made in 
accomplishing these goals? (Feel free to 
discuss both positive and negative 
differences.) 
"It has eliminated a lot of tedious 
paperwork ." 
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* * * 
• • • [It has given an] opportunity to be 
more automated and, hopefully, should result 
in faster processing time. This has not 
occurred yet." 
* * * 
" • . • [It has] demonstrated that . 
[certain] processing functions can be made 
more timely and responsive to the needs of 
the users of the system. Unrealistic 
expectations have been generated that it will 
be a cure-all for a lack of man power and 
financial resources. Presently it shows 
promise of becoming extremely helpful in 
cutting down processing time, providing 
instant information, and eliminating many 
labor intensive activities.” 
* * * 
"Very little for the present, but when all 
lists are on the system, then it will make a 
difference.” 
* * * 
"Some things are done right away instead on 
in two or three days." 
* * 
Question 30 Please discuss any additional functions you 
would like to have the Y System perform for 
the Department. 
"Direct communication with all state 
agencies ." 
* * 
"Additional functions are now on the drawing 
board . " 
% % * 
"Avoiding all kinds of non essential filing- 
[Fewer file cabinets means] . . . more office 
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space . 
* * * 
"Faster/better service to the public." 
* * * 
"Keeping track of what percentage of 
[clients] tend not to . . . [respond]." 
* * * 
"Automation of municipal records." 
* * * 
. . . ordering and . . . scheduling." 
* * * 
"I would like to see . . . [the Y System] 
tied into [another system] . . . ." 
Question 31 What else about the Y System would you like 
to share with us? (For example, other ways 
in which the computer has affected you 
personally, or your experiences in learning 
to use the computer, etc..) 
"I am very happy with it. I enjoy using it 
and I am grateful to be able to push a few 
buttons and receive so much information 
instantly ." 
* * * 
"The people who have taken the initiative to 
learn it are now being used by those who 
refused to learn it or haven't shown an 
interest. This isn't fair. It should be 
mandated to learn it as it puts too much 
additional work on those who know it." 
■K- * * 
"The excitement of what these machines can 
produce makes yourself proud and happy to 
come to your daily employment area." 
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* * * 
"Meeting time frames." 
* * * 
"It drives you crazy, especially on Monday 
and Friday, but also frequently during the 
week when you have a lot of work to put on 
and the machine goes down for hours and work 
piles up." 
* * * 
"There should be a printed manual just 
explaining the functions of the . . . [Y 
System] and what some of the keys are on the 
keyboard terminal." 
* * * 
"Many clerical workers in both state service 
as well as private industry having a nagging 
fear of being replaced by computers." 
"The System has made learning a word 
processor easier. I also find myself typing 
better . " 
* -55- * 
"It has added great interest to my work. I 
enjoy working with the Y System." 
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The qualitative data sought from the four open-ended 
questions involved the goals of the Department, the 
difference the Y System made in accomplishing these goals, 
additional functions the System might perform for the 
Department* and anything else the respondents would like to 
share about the computer system. The respondents made from 
one to five statements to each of the four questions. A 
summary of comments about the perceived goals of the 
Department indicates they were to (a) develop and maintain a 
responsive system for the clients, (b) release information 
to clients quickly, (c) reduce paper, and (d) ". . . create 
a comprehensive computer based information and processing 
system in support of . . . operations.” 
The perception of respondents with regard to the 
difference the Y System has made in accomplishing these 
goals suggests it has (a) eliminated paperwork; (b) 
resulted in faster processing time; (c) done little at this 
time but will make a difference as more information is 
added to the data base; and (d) demonstrated that 
information ". . . processing functions can be made more 
timely and responsive to the needs of the users of the 
system [,but the system is not] ... a cure-all for a lack 
of man power and financial resources. 
Further data sought from the respondents centered on 
additional functions the System might perform for the 
Department. Their responses encompassed (a) having the Y 
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System tied into other computer systems, (b) automating 
municipal records, (c) expanding to include ordering and 
scheduling, (d) avoiding non-essential filing, (e) 
providing faster and better services to clients, and (f) 
using present computer information as useful statistical 
data. 
Lastly, qualitative data were desired concerning 
anything else the respondents might like to share about the 
computer system. These responses focused on (a) being 
happy with it, (b) feeling that those who took the 
initiative and learned to use the computer system were now 
”. . . being used by those who refused to learn it or 
haven’t shown an interest,” (c) being able to ”. . . meet 
time frames," (d) becoming frustrated when the machine went 
down, (e) wanting a manual, (f) fearing computers might 
replace them, (g) feeling the experience provided an 
introduction to word processing, and (h) adding interest 
and excitement to one’s work. 
These qualitative data from the questionnaire enhance 
both the qualitative data from the interview and the 
quantitative data from the survey instruments. In 
addition, the triangulation process of cross checking data 
supports the salience of these issues and the reliability 
of the instruments. 
CHAPTER V 
PRESENTATION AND ANALYSIS OF INTERVIEW DATA 
Intr oduction 
Data collected from ten randomly selected interview 
respondents (20% of questionnaire respondents) are 
presented in this chapter. The subjects comprised a sub¬ 
department in a large state agency which recently 
computerized office operations in January of 1984. The 
interviews took place in April of 1985, approximately 15 
months after a computer system was introduced. 
To assure reliability of the interpretation of the 
transcribed interview data, two coders independently coded 
the data according to a coding manual. This manual was 
determined by assigning data from 80% of the interviews 
into common, descriptive categories. As inter-coder 
agreement was sought to meet academic standards for better 
than chance agreement, Scott’s pi (cited in Krippendorf, 
1980) was utilized. Inter-coder agreement for the coders 
calculated for a level of 90% agreement was computed to be 
.899% 
The presentation and analysis of data are divided into 
two steps. The first step reports the quantitative data 
from the interview survey which are subdivided into (a) 
the presentation of the profile of the respondents and the 
155 
156 
response data and (b) the analysis of the profile of the 
respondents and the response data. The second step 
introduces the qualitative data from the same instrument 
which is subdivided into (a) the presentation of the 
response data and (b) the analysis of the response data. 
A summary of the quantitative response data in the 
interview survey follows the analysis of these data. It 
begins on page one hundred and eighty-nine. 
Presentation of Quantitative Interview Data 
Profile of Respondents 
Data from Charts 5.1a, 5.1b, and 5.3a offer a 
supportive as well as enlarged profile of the 
characteristics and practices of the AO respondents. These 
Charts are employed to further identify a population within 
a public agency which has undergone office automation, give 
the reader a more intimate glimpse of the subjects, and set 
the stage for additional perceptions of the subjects 
resulting from the dichotomous as well as descriptive 
interview responses. 
Response Data 
Charts 5.1a to 5.4e present the expanded as well as 
confirming and differing perceptions of the participants in 
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the interview survey. These perceptions pertain to 
in the subject's work setting with regard to 
changes 
office 
automation. 
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Analysis of Quantitative Interview Data 
Profile of Respondents 
Pr°file of the ten interview respondents 
according to how they would describe the job they do 
consists of seven non-manager s, two managers, and one 
supervisor. Eight of the ten interviewees operate a 
computer for their work and indicate that the computer 
system is necessary for their work. Nine acknowledge the Y 
System has been updated since it was introduced, and eight 
have learned to use the present Y System. 
Response Data 
In this section the investigator analyzes the 
interview data pertaining to perceptions of the respondents 
with regard to (a) personal changes that have happened to 
the system user, (b) changes which have occurred in the 
system user's job, (c) changes in the structure of the 
organization, and (d) changes in the way the Department 
serves its clients. Specific questions focus on (a) the 
respondent and his/her co-workers and (b) training. An 
analysis of dichotomous questions used to elicit these 
perceptions are followed by a summary of the interview 
response data. The summary begins on page one hundred and 
eighty-nine. 
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Dichotomous Questions. The analysis of 45 dichotomous 
questions (21 primary and 24 secondary) identifies 
significant response patterns or impressions. For the 
purpose of this analysis, questions with which seven of ten 
subjects responded in the affirmative are considered as 
having a High Level of Affirmation; questions with which 
seven of ten subjects responded in the negative are 
considered as having a High Level of Negation. All other 
responses are considered as having No Significant 
Affirmation or Negation. 
High Level of Affirmation 
1. Has the Y.System changed the way you do your job? 
(Chart 5.1a) 
Yes: 8 No: 2 
\ 
2. Since the Y System was first introduced, has the 
efficiency of your work changed? (Chart 5.Id) 
Yes; 8 No: 0 Same; 1 
NA/No Response/Not Asked: 1 
3. Has the amount of paperwork changed since the Y 
System was introduced? (Chart 5.Id) 
Yes: 7 No: 3 
4. Should personnel learn to. use the Y System? (Chart 
5.2b) 
Yes: 7 No: 1 NA/No Response/Not Asked: 2 
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5. Have you noticed any changes in the attitudes or 
behavior of your non-managers, supervisors, and/or 
managers since the introduction of the Y System? 
(Chart 5.2d) 
Yes: 7 No: 3 
6. Would you like further training? (Chart 5.3c) 
Yes: 7 No: 0 NA/No Response/Not Asked: 3 
7. How do you think/feel about your change to an 
automated system? (Chart 5.3g) 
I Like It: 9 I Do Not Like It: 0 
NA/No Response/Not Asked: 1 
8. Has the Y System changed the way this agency 
serves its clients? (Chart 5.4b) 
Yes: 10 No: 0 
9. Do you think the Y System needs to be kept for the 
job you do? (Chart 5.4c) 
Yes: 8 No: 0 NA/No Response/Not Asked: 2 
10. Would you like to see the Y System enlarged to 
include other departments and agencies? (Chart 
5.4c) 
Yes: 8 No: 0 I Don't Know: 2 
11. Are there explicit goals this agency tries to 
accomplish? (Chart 5.4d) 
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Yes: 8 No: 0 NA/No Response/Not Asked: 2 
2. Is the current computer system helping the agency 
accomplish these goals? (Chart 5.4d) 
Yes: 7 Hope So: 1 NA/No Response/Not Asked: 2 
High Level of Negation 
1. Do you think you have changed any since the 
current System has been here? (Chart 5.1b) 
No: 7 Yes: 3 
2. Have jobs been officially added, modified, or 
eliminated? (Chart 5.4a 
No: 7 Yes: 3 
No Significant Affirmation or Negation 
1. Should there be further changes in the Y System? 
(Chart 5.1c) 
Yes: 6 No: 0 NA/No Response/Not Asked: 4 
2. Since the Y System was first introduced, has the 
accuracy of your work changed? (Chart 5.1c) 
Yes: 6 No: 3 Don't Know: 1 
3. Do you expect the amount of your paperwork to 
change in the future (Chart 5.Id) 
Yes: 5 No: 2 Don't Know: 1 
NA/No Response/Not Asked: 2 
4. Is everyone expected to have a basic understanding 
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about how the Y System works? (Chart 5.2a) 
Yes: 2 No: 6 NA/No Response/Not Asked: 2 
5. Is everyone in your agency expected to learn to 
U§© the computer system? (Chart 5.2b) 
Yes: 6 No: 4 
6. Have they learned to use it? (Chart 5.2b) 
Yes: 3 No: 2 NA/No Response/Not Asked: 5 
7. Do you use information that another person gets 
from the computer? (Chart 5.2b) 
Yes: 5 No: 4 NA/No Response/Not Asked: 1 
8. Do others use information that you get for them 
from the computer? (Chart 5.2c) 
Yes: 6 No: 2 NA/No Response/Not Asked: 2 
9. Are personnel who do not use the Y System viewed 
differently from those who do? (Chart 5.2c) 
Yes: 3 No: 5 NA/No Response/Not Asked: 2 
10. Should there be changes in the attitudes or 
behavior of non-managers, supervisors, or managers 
since the introduction of the Y System? (Chart 
5.2d) 
Yes: 4 No: 1 NA/No Response/Not Asked: 5 
11. Will there be changes in the attitudes or behavior 
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of non-managers, supervisors, or managers since 
the introduction of the Y System? (Chart 5.2d) 
Yes:2 No:l Don’t Know:l 
NA/No Response/Not Asked: 6 
12. Have you (or others) been supervised differently 
since the Y System was introduced? (Chart 5.2e) 
Yes: 1 No: 5 Don’t Know: 1 
NA/No Response/Not Asked: 3 
13. Have you supervised others differently since the Y 
System was introduced? (Chart 5.2e) 
Yes: 1 No: 1 NA/No Response/Not Asked: 8 
14. Should you/they be supervised differently since the 
Y System was introduced? (Chart 5.2e) 
Yes: 1 No: 5 Don't Know: 1 
NA/No Response/Not Asked: 3 
15. Will you/they be supervised differently since the Y 
system was introduced? (Chart 5.2e) 
Yes: 3 No: 1 NA/No Response/Not Asked: 6 
16. Was training mandatory? (Chart 5.3a) 
Yes: 4 No: 2 NA/No Response/Not Asked: 4 
17. Was training voluntary? (Chart 5.3a) 
Yes: 2 No: 4 NA/No Response/Not Asked: 4 
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18. Was training long enough? (5.3a) 
Yes: 2 No: 2 Other: 1 
NA/No Response/Not Asked: 5 
19. Would you have liked the training to have 
done differently? (Chart 5.3b) 
Yes: 3 No: 2 Don't Know: 1 
NA/No Response/Not Asked: 4 
20. Were there any incentives offered if you took 
training? (Chart 5.3d) 
Yes: 1 No: 6 NA/No Response/Not Asked: 3 
21. Would there have been some incentives you 
have liked? (Chart 5.3d) 
Yes: 6 No: 0 Maybe: 1 
NA/No Response/Not Asked: 3 
22. Are there enough terminals available for the 
in your area? (Chart 5.3e) 
Yes: 5 No: 3 NA/No Response/Not Asked: 2 
23. Is where the terminal you use located 
convenient place? (Chart 5.3f) 
Yes: 6 No: 0 NA/No Response/Not Asked: 4 
been 
the 
would 
staff 
in a 
Has the acquisition of computer skills had any 
effect on personnel decisions such as hiring, 
promotion, transfers, etc.? (Chart 5.4a) 
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Yes: 2 No: 5 Don't Know/Maybe: 3 
25. Will the acquisition of computer skills have any 
effect on personnel decisions such as hiring, 
promotion, transfers, etc.? (Chart 5.4a) 
Yes: 5 No: 1 Don't Know/Maybe: 1 
NA/No Response/Not Asked: 3 
26. Should the acquisition of computer skills have any 
effect on personnel decisions such as hiring, 
promotion, transfers, etc.? (Chart 5.4a) 
Yes: 5 No: 0 NA/No Response/Not Asked: 5 
27. Will jobs be officially added, modified, or 
eliminated? (Chart 5.4a) 
Yes: 2 No: 2 Don't Know/Maybe: 2 
NA/No Response/Not Asked: 4 
28. Should jobs be officially added, modified, or 
eliminated? (Chart 5.4a) 
Yes: 2 No: 2 NA/No Response/Not Asked: 6 
29. Have there been any changes in work expectations? 
(Chart 5.4b) 
Yes: 6 No: 2 NA/No Response/Not Asked: 2 
30. Will your job need any changes? (Chart 5.4c) 
Yes: 2 No: 6 Don't Know/Maybe: 1 
NA/No Response/Not Asked: 1 
188 
31. Is there anything else you would like to 
regarding the Y System? (Chart 5.4e) 
Yes: 3 No: 5 NA/No Response/Not Asked: 
mention 
2 
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Summary of Quantitative Response Data 
in Interview 
In this section the interview data were analyzed 
pertaining to perceptions of the respondents with regard 
to (a) personal changes that have happened to the system 
user, (b) changes which have occurred in the systems user's 
job, (c) changes in the structure of the organization, and 
(d) changes in the way the Department serves its clients. 
In addition, specific questions focused on (a) the 
respondent and his/her co-workers and (b) training. 
The 12 dichotomous questions revealing significant 
affirmation showed the sample being studied made a 
discriminating or judgmental range of choices with regard 
to their responses to these questions. These question are 
as follows: has the Y System changed the way you do your 
job; since the Y System was first introduced, has the 
efficiency of your work changed; has the amount of 
paperwork changed since the Y System was introduced; should 
personnel learn to use the Y System; have you noticed any 
changes in the attitudes or behavior of your non-managers, 
supervisors, and/or managers since the introduction of the 
Y System; would you like further training; how do you 
think/feel about your change to an automated system; has 
the Y System changed the way this agency serves its 
clients; do you think the Y System needs to be kept for the 
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job you do; would you like to see the Y System enlarged to 
include other departments and agencies; are there explicit 
goals this agency tries to accomplish; and is the current 
computer system helping the agency accomplish these goals? 
The two dichotomous questions revealing significant 
negation showed the sample being studied made a 
discriminating or judgmental range of choices with regard 
to their responses to these questions. They are as 
follows: do you think you have changed any since the 
current Y System has been here and have jobs been 
officially added, modified, or eliminated? 
The 17 dichotomous questions revealing no significant 
affirmation or negation showed the population being studied 
made an unclear or uncritical range of choices with regard 
to their responses to these questions. They are as 
follows: since the Y System was first introduced, has the 
accuracy of your work changed; do you expect the amount of 
your paperwork to change in the future; is everyone 
expected to have a basic understanding about how the Y 
System works; is everyone in your agency expected to learn 
to use the computer system; do you use information that 
another person gets from the computer; do others use 
information that you get for them from the computer; are 
personnel who do not use the Y System viewed differently 
from those who do; have you (or others) been supervised 
differently since the Y System was introduced; should 
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you/they be supervised differently since the Y System was 
introduced; were there any incentives offered if you took 
the training; would there have been some incentives you 
would have liked; are there enough terminals available for 
the staff in your area; has the acquisition of computer 
skills had any effect on personnel decisions such as 
hiring, promotion, transfers, etc.; will it; have there 
been any changes in work expectations; will your job need 
any changes; and is there anything else you would like to 
mention regarding the Y System? 
Fourteen additional dichotomous questions which have 
four or more missing data attributable to not being 
applicable, not having a response, or not having the 
question asked are analyzed separately. These data are 
considered inconclusive as missing information may have 
biased any possible impressions or patterns. They are as 
follows: should there be further changes in the Y System; 
has everyone in your agency expected to learn to use the 
computer system learned it; should there be changes in the 
attitudes or behavior of non-managers, supervisors, or 
managers since the introduction of the Y System; will there 
be; have you supervised others differently since the 
introduction of the Y System; will you/they be supervised 
differently; was training mandatory, was training 
voluntary; was training long enough; would you have liked 
the training to have been done differently; is where the 
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terminal you use located in a convenient place; should the 
acquisition of computer skills have any effect on personnel 
decisions such as hiring, promotion, transfers, etc.; will 
jobs be officially added, modified, or eliminated; and 
should they be officially added, modified, or eliminated? 
Presentation of Qualitative Interview Data 
Response Data 
From 26 interview questions with additional probes (16 
primary and 34 secondary response categories), qualitative 
data were solicited from the respondents. These data 
provided personal, descriptive commentary on respondent 
perceptions of office automation. For the purpose of 
viewing the qualitative data, the reader should again refer 
to Charts 5.1a to 5.4e. 
Analysis of Qualitative Interview Data 
Response Data 
An inductive analysis of the data revealed a distinct 
pattern of interviewee response. This response is 
organized into two almost equally represented categories, 
(a) positive statements about changes wrought by office 
automation in the organization studied and (b) negative 
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statements. Important to note is that the positive or 
negative value given to statements has been determined by 
the subjects and interpreted by the investigator. 
Positive Statements 
1) Information is more direct, accurate, and quicker 
2) Less paperwork 
3) Y System has altered how and when work is done 
4) Collaboration is necessary to fully utilize machine 
5) Job is enjoyable 
6) It’s different 
7) More informed about technical aspect of computers 
9) Back feels better because there is no need to move 
books 
10) Professional plans changed because of interest in 
technical aspect of computers 
11) Programs have been added, changed, and merged with 
new ones 
12) Machine programed to indicate error 
13) More complete data to work on 
14) Mistakes known earlier 
15) More careful entering information 
16) More client information processed 
17) One worker puts out more information 
18) Having basic understanding about how System works 
encourages knowledge of what it is/isn’t capable of, makes 
the workload less and more efficient, helps guide training 
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needs, identifies functions people need in order to perform 
their jobs, and creates self access to computer rather than 
dependency on others for accessing information 
19) For security reasons only those who need to know 
should have a basic understanding about how System works 
20) Only supervisors & clerks should learn to use the 
System 
21) Use of computerized information for letters, 
reports, records, verification, and phone calls 
22) Users are happier, more enthusiastic 
23) Less pressure because backlog of work decreasing 
24) Being current—as computers are the coming thing 
25) Two examples of sufficient training for entering 
and/or retrieving information using a data base: 1 to 3, 20 
min. lessons, then 10 min. session for each new thing; 1 
day 
26) Examples of how sufficient training was 
accomplished: learning 2 at a time from supervisors; 
learning in college & on own; learning from supervisor 1:1, 
on own, & by asking questions; 5 being taught by programmer 
for 2 days, 1/2 hr. each day, then self-taught; being given 
written instructions, 1:1 lesson by principal clerk, and 
then co-workers helping each other; by manager teaching 1:1 
over a 4 day period, and answering problems and questions 
as they arise 
27) Would like further training to see what else the 
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System can do and to learn word processing 
28) Would like a manual for self-teaching 
29) Computer/user problems handled by supervisor, 
programmer, oneself, a peer network, calling a number, or 
making a suggestion 
30) Incentive offered for involvement in training was 
a faster & more efficient way to work 
31) Six sufficient ratios of terminals to staff 
primarily using a data base ranged from 1:1.5 to 
1:4.2, and 1:5.2 
32) Convenient place for terminal is in front of 
user, in front or middle of room, or on user’s 
desk 
33) Information more accessible and people more 
productive 
34) Involves fewer people and departments 
35) What once took 5, 6, or 7 months now takes one 
person 10 mins. 
36) More information in present System 
37) Electronic filing system takes less space 
38) Woman who learned word processing on her own got a 
promotion 
39) Potential employee with computer familiarity at 
an advantage over one who does not 
40) Better service and fewer mistakes for clients 
41) In terms of quantity the Y System can do more work 
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in a shorter period of time and process information faster 
42) In terms of quality the Y System can do work more 
accurately, currently, and the backlog of work is 
decreasing so there is less pressure 
43) Less drudgery 
44) Enlarging Y System to include other departments or 
agencies would make it easier for all as everyone would 
have same information and would not have to call others; it 
would cut down on paperwork; and it would be faster, more 
dependable and enjoyable 
45) Consolidates procedures 
46) Serves more people 
47) Easier to process, retrieve, and update 
information; gain statistical data; and get results to 
clients in time to help them make quality decisions 
48) Feels good about the Y System 
49) Likes the Y System 
50) Would like to learn to use the Y System 
Negative Statements 
1) Fears being replaced by a machine 
2) Hasn’t changed the pace or evaluation process 
3) It's the same 
4) Improper training causes dependency on others when 
there is a problem 
5) Sometimes gets a headache 
6) Gossip about physical dangers of computers 
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7) Upset with people who won't use the computer 
because they don't want to bother or are afraid to 
8) Y System should be updated as need arises 
9) Need to simplify procedures 
10) Paperwork and computer clock should be eliminated 
11) People should check their work 
12) Qualitative evaluation calling for judgment can't 
be computerized 
14) Expect no change in paperwork except if program 
changes 
15) Paperwork the same when dealing with 
correspondence 
16) Accuracy is user not computer related 
17) Professionals and handicapped are not expected to 
learn to use System 
18) No time to learn to use the computer 
19) I (others) get information from the computer 
because others (I) don't have access, don't know how, or 
haven’t taken the training 
20) People who don't use the System are perceived as 
being frustrated and afraid; they are also viewed with 
resentment or — if handicapped--as incapable of learning how 
to use a computer 
21) Rote learning of System produces users who cannot 
generalize skills 
22) Displeasure when it isn't working 
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23) New personnel have more formal education 
24) Computer users more competitive 
25) Since introduction of System, supervisor is 
insensitive to people’s feelings, condescending, and 
impatient 
26) Three examples of insufficient training: 10 mins.; 
2 days, 1/2 hr. each; long enough to ’’punch keys” but not 
long enough to ’’know what’s going on;” and learning on own 
by observing and asking questions of others 
27) Examples of how training could have been done 
differently: a few people trained at a time with someone to 
answer questions, with a manual so he/she could do it 
alone, to have trainers, to have expert tell us what we 
need to know, scheduled training, and to be taught skills 
instead of observing and having to ask questions 
28) Don't have a manual or a number to call for help 
29) Data ’’disappear when you’re on too long” 
30) Would have liked to have had some incentives such 
as: money, formal training, release time, change in job 
title, or possible advancement 
31) One insufficient ratio of terminals to staff primarily 
using a data base was 1:4.5 instead of 1:3 instead 
32) System a bother when it goes down for 15, 20, to 
60 mins, or when data disappear from the screen 
33) Acquisition of computer skills has no effect on 
users in terms of job reclassification or salary increase 
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34) One person's acquisition of computer skills 
modified the job of a person without these skills 
35) Potential employees asked if they have ever worked 
with a computer 
36) People are expected to learn the Y System 
37) New jobs being filled by college educated people 
38) All lists are not on the computer 
39) Don't communicate via computer with other 
departments 
40) There is not a terminal on every desk 
41) It's difficult to measure mistakes--they could 
have happened before the Y System 
42) Expected decrease in paperwork 
43) Some people have learned to use the System and 
some not 
CHAPTER VI 
INTERPRETATION OF THE ANALYSIS OF THE DATA 
Introduction 
Interpretation of the analysis of questionnaire and 
interview data is presented in this chapter. The data were 
collected from a population which comprised a sub¬ 
department in a large state agency. The focus of the study 
was to ascertain the characteristics, practices, and 
perceptions of a population which had computerized office 
operations in January of 1984. The surveys were 
administered in March and April of 1985, approximately 
fourteen and a half months after automation. 
The presentation of data is divided into two 
procedures. The first procedure interprets the analysis of 
(a) quantitative profile data from the surveys. The second 
procedure interprets the analysis of (b) quantitative 
response data from the surveys as well as supplements these 
data with corresponding (c) qualitative response data from 
the surveys. 
Quantitative profile data 
An interesting profile of the studied agency emerges 
from the data. In terms of population, approximately 
three-fourths are female and almost two-thirds of them work 
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in non-managerial positions; all supervisors are female and 
three-fourths of them are sixty years of age or older. 
Half of the non-managers and approximately two-thirds of 
the supervisors have a high school degree as their highest 
level of education, while approximately two-thirds of the 
subjects have worked 11 to 20 or more years for their 
organization. Three-fourths of the supervisors have worked 
for the Department from 11 to 20 or more years. 
Approximately three-fourths of the respondents 
personally use a computer in their job for multiple data 
based tasks. With regard to position, half of the 
managers, approximately two-thirds of the supervisors, and 
three-fourths of the non-managers use a computer in their 
job. A little more than half of the males and three- 
fourths of the females use a computer in their job, and 
approximately three-fourths of the subjects who have a high 
school degree and almost all of the subjects with some 
graduate training or graduate degree use a computer in 
their job. 
About half of the respondents had prior experience 
with a computer system; however, more than four-fifths of 
the managers had prior experience, while less than one- 
third of the subjects with a high school degree had prior 
experience. Three-quarters of the supervisors had no prior 
experience with a computer system. 
Almost all subjects acknowledge the computer system 
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has been updated since it was introduced, and four-fifths 
of them have learned to use the present system. 
Although only half of the managers supervise others 
who use a computer, three-fourths of the supervisors 
supervise others. An equal proportion (about one-third) of 
the subjects who responded to the question learned to use 
the Y System from either a supervisor or co-worker. 
However, while almost half the females who responded to the 
question learned to use the Y System from a supervisor, 
none of the males who responded to the question learned to 
use the Y System from a supervisor. In terms of those 
subjects who responded to the same question about from whom 
they learned to use the Y System, a third of the females 
learned from a co-worker and somewhat more than a quarter 
of the males learned from a co-worker. 
Three-fourths of the subjects have one to three 
computers in their work area, and more that four-fifths had 
from six to twelve or more employees in their work area. 
Almost all the subjects use information another can get 
from a computer. 
Quantitative response data 
Interpretation of the analysis of quantitative 
response data in the questionnaire and interview surveys 
indicates the population being studied made a clear and 
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critical range of response choices with regard to specific 
statements and questions. This range of response is 
considered critical if at least two-thirds of the subjects 
have a high level of agreement or disagreement. 
Nevertheless, a comparison of response data concerning 
similar issues in the questionnaire and interview surveys 
reveals contradictory as well as confirmable findings. 
Therefore, for the purpose of this study, any discrepancy 
between survey data disqualifies these data from the set of 
critical results. On the other hand, since consistency 
between survey data further strengthens the data, this 
status is reported. Both contradictory and confirmable 
data are presented in the interpretation chapter. 
Before listing the six categories within which the 
critical response statements and questions fall, it is 
important to note that qualitative data germane to each 
statement or question immediately follows the statement or 
question. The six categories are: (a) personal changes 
that have happened to the system user, (b) changes which 
have occurred in the system user's job, (c) changes in the 
structure of the organization, and (d) changes in the way 
the Department serves its clients. Specific questions 
focus on (e) the respondent and his/her co-workers and (f) 
training . 
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Personal changes in System user. 
High Level of Agreement. 
Interview question: How do you think/feel about your change 
to an automated system? 
Qualitative elaboration: (a) I enjoy the System and find it 
fascinating. (b) It was "a long time in coming." (c) I 
like changing to an automated system. (d) I did my job 
well before automation and I do it well now. (e) This is 
faster. And (f) I feel good about the automated system. 
High Level of Disagreement. 
Interview question: Do you think you have changed any since 
the current system has been here? 
Qualitative elaboration: Data not applicable/not available. 
Changes in system user 1s job. 
High Level of Agreement. 
Questionnaire statement: The Y System is necessary for the 
job I do here. 
Qualitative elaboration: (a) "It is necessary in order to 
produce correct and accurate information." And (b) "The 
same work was done before, but this is faster." 
* * # 
Interview question: Do you think the Y System needs to be 
kept for the job you do? 
Qualitative elaboration: Data not applicable/not available. 
205 
Issue Comparison 
Confirmation: The two preceding critical response results 
from the questionnaire and interview surveys are 
consistent. 
* * * 
Interview question: Has the Y System changed the way you do 
your job? 
Qualitative elaboration: (a) The information is more 
direct, (b) I don't have to go through as many people. (c) 
The System is more accurate. (d) The pace is quicker; "In 
the last couple of weeks the backlog has been broken." (e) 
There is a more efficient atmosphere in the office. (f) 
There is less paperwork. (g) "It has drastically changed 
how and when work is done." (h) It's faster. (i) I have 
to collaborate with fellow workers to fully utilize the 
machine. (j) I enjoy my job. (k) It's something 
different. And (1) I like the change. 
* * * 
Interview question: Since the System was first introduced, 
has the efficiency of your work changed? 
Qualitative elaboration: (a) We process more client 
information. (b) Things get done right away. (c) I see 
less paperwork. (d) The response time is faster when we 
get a call. And (e) one worker puts out more information. 
* *- * 
Interview question: Has the amount of your paperwork 
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changed since the Y System was introduced? 
Qualitative elaboration: Data not applicable/not available. 
Issue Comparison 
Contradiction: The preceding critical response interview 
result is inconsistent with the result obtained from the 
questionnaire. The questionnaire result indicates less 
than a third of the subjects have a high level of agreement 
on this issue. 
Changes in structure of organization. 
High Level of Agreement 
Questionnaire statement: Everyone in our Department needs 
to know how to use the Y System. 
Qualitative elaboration: (a) "Management should know in 
order to better understand system limitations, thus, to 
suggest corrections and improvements." And (b) 
"Professionals need to know that the system is a good tool 
that can be used to their advantage ... [A computer is 
not a typewriter.] Hands on is the only way to learn. 
# * * 
Interview question: Everyone in your agency should learn 
to use the System? 
Qualitative elaboration: (a) "All should use specific by- 
products of the computer." And (b) supervisors and clerks 
should learn to use it. 
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Issue Comparison 
Contradiction: The preceding critical response interview 
result is inconsistent with the result obtained from the 
questionnaire finding. The questionnaire result indicates 
less than two-thirds of the respondents have a high level 
agreement on this issue. 
* * * 
Questionnaire statement: There need to be more terminals 
available for personnel using the System. 
Qualitative elaboration: (a) My unit ". . . has over 
twenty employees and only one terminal." (b) "There does 
not seem be be enough [terminals] in each bureau." And (c) 
"Lack of adequate equipment will sharply curtail success of 
the program." 
Issue Comparison 
Contradiction: The preceding critical response 
questionnaire result is inconsistent with the result 
obtained from the interview. The result in the interview 
indicates only half of the respondents have a high level 
agreement on this issue. 
High Level of Disagreement 
Interview question: Have jobs have been officially added, 
modified, or eliminated? 
Qualitative elaboration: Data not applicable/not available. 
Issue Comparison 
The preceding critical response interview Contradiction : 
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result is inconsistent with the result obtained from the 
questionnaire. The result in the questionnaire indicates 
only around a third to half of the respondents had a high 
level disagreement on this issue. 
Changes in way Department serves clients. 
High Level of Agreement 
Questionnaire statement: The Y System is necessary for 
accomplishing the work of the Department. 
Qualitative elaboration: Data not applicable/not available. 
* * * 
Questionnaire statement: The System needs to be connected 
to other Departments with whom we work. 
Qualitative elaboration: Data not applicable/not available. 
* * * 
Interview question: Would you like to see the Y System 
enlarged to include other Departments and agencies? What 
would be the advantage? 
Qualitative elaboration: (a) It would be easier for us and 
them. (b) Everyone would have the same information and 
they would not have to call us. (c) It would cut down on 
paperwork. And (d) it would be faster, and more dependable 
and enjoyable. 
Issue Comparison 
Confirmation: The two preceding critical response results 
from the questionnaire and interview surveys are 
consistent. 
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* * * 
Interview question: Has the Y System changed the way this 
agency serves its clients? 
Qualitative elaboration: (a) There is better service. (b) 
There is more accuracy and fewer mistakes. (c) It is 
quicker. And (d) information is more accessible. 
* * * 
Interview question: Are there explicit goals this agency 
tries to accomplish? 
Qualitative elaboration: The agency tries to (a) get 
everything done on time, (b) provide the best service as 
fast as possible, (c) get quality work out, (d) serve more 
people, and (e) consolidate procedures. 
* * * 
Interview question: Is the current computer system helping 
the agency accomplish these goals? 
Qualitative elaboration: The current system: (a) is 
faster; (b) processes, retrieves, and updates information 
more easily; (c) can get statistical information; and (d) 
it can get results to clients in time to help them make 
quality decisions. 
Respondent and his/her co-worker. 
High Level of Agreement 
Interview question: Since the introduction of the Y System, 
have you noticed any changes in the attitudes or behavior 
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of your co-workers, staff, supervisors, and/or managers? 
Qualitative elaboration: Users enjoy it when it is working, 
(b) People are happier, more enthusiastic. (c) There is 
less pressure because the backlog of work is decreasing, 
(d) Users are more knowledgeable about computers. (e) New 
personnel have more formal education. (f) Computer users 
are more competitive (i.e., some feel they know more about 
computers than others). (g) Some fear being replaced by 
computers. And (h) rote learning of the System produces 
users who cannot generalize skills. 
Issue Comparison 
Contradiction: The preceding critical response interview 
result is inconsistent with the result obtained from the 
questionnaire. The questionnaire result indicates only a 
third of the subjects have a high level of agreement on 
this issue. 
* # * 
Training♦ 
High Level of Agreement 
Interview question: WouLd you like further training? What 
would you want that to look like? 
Qualitative elaboration: I would like to (a) learn more 
than just ray job, (b) see what else the System can do, (c) 
learn word processing, and (d) have a manual for self 
teaching. 
CHAPTER V I I 
SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
Introductio n 
In this chapter a summary is presented which 
encompasses the (a) focus of the study, (b) design of the 
study, (c) research data, and (d) comparison of the 
literature review with the profile and response data. The 
conclusions and recommendations of the study follow the 
summar y . 
S ummar y 
Focus of the study 
The population in the study (N=50) comprised a sub¬ 
department in a large state agency which automated office 
functions in January of 1984. The computer system 
introduced was a single-function application (i.e., a data 
base). The general purpose of the study was to gain 
knowledge about and insight into perceptions and practices 
of nontechnical office personnel regarding their work role 
during a process of rapid technological change. This 
change was the automation of their office work setting. 
The investigation also identified characteristics of office 
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personnel undergoing office automation. 
The specific purposes of the study were: 
1) to describe personal changes that have happened to 
the system user, 
t0 identify changes which have occurred in the 
system user's job, 
3) to explore and categorize changes in the structure 
of the organization, and 
^) to identify changes in the way the Department 
serves its clients. 
In addition, particular questions concentrated on (a) the 
respondent and his or her co-workers and (b) training. 
Design of the study 
The study was based upon an ex post facto research 
design and involved both quantitative and qualitative 
methods of inquiry. These methods included questionnaire 
as well as interview surveys. Triangulation techniques and 
inter-coder agreement procedures were utilized to assure 
reliability of the study outcomes. 
The results of this descriptive research undertaking 
present double benefits. First, the study contributes 
potentially significant research. For example, (a) the 
results of the investigator's systematic inquiry and (b) 
further research with similar purposes, within comparable 
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populations offer possible generalizable results. 
Secondly, the study provides information about how 
personnel in a public agency respond to office automation 
as well as how they perceive the organization responds to 
office automation. The information, in turn, aids decision 
makers and information users by providing a useful 
perspective about how to (a) introduce office automation 
more effectively and (b) better utilize computer systems 
currently in place. 
Research data 
Pr° f1e of respondents. Three-fourths of the 
population personally use a computer in their job for 
multiple data based tasks and have one to three computers 
in their work areas. Moreover, four-fifths have from six 
to twelve employees in their work area. Approximately two- 
thirds of the respondents have worked eleven to twenty or 
more years for the X Department. Three-fourths of the 
subjects are female, all the supervisors are female, and 
three-fourths of the supervisors are sixty years of age or 
over and have no prior experience with a computer system. 
Two-thirds of the supervisors have a high school degree as 
their highest level of education, and three-fourths of the 
supervisors supervise others who use a computer. 
Of the subjects who responded to the question about 
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from whom they learned to use the Y System, approximately a 
third learned from a supervisor and almost a third learned 
from a co-worker. However, while almost half of the 
females who responded to the question learned to use the 
System from a supervisor, none of the males who responded 
to the question learned to use the System from a 
supervisor. Again, in terms of those subjects who 
responded to the question, a third of the females and 
somewhat more than a quarter of the males learned to use 
the System from a co-worker. 
Response data. The results of the study indicate a 
high level of subject agreement and disagreement with 
regard to specific issues. Consistency between 
questionnaire and interview results further strengthens 
these findings. The confirmable data are presented in this 
summary . 
Presentation of the results concerning change in the 
office workplace is divided into six areas. These areas 
are: (a) personal changes in the System user, (b) changes 
in the System users job, (c) changes in the structure of 
the organization, and (d) changes in the way the Department 
serves its clients. Specific data are also introduced 
concerning (e) the respondent and his/her co-workers and 
(f) training. 
Personal changes in the System users with regard to 
feel about their transition to an how they think or 
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automated system is positive. However, the subjects do not 
perceive personal changes in their health, other attitudes, 
or professional plans. 
Changes in the System user’s job include (a) the Y 
System is necessary for the job the respondents do in the 
Department and (b) the System needs to be kept for the job 
they do. Note, the last two issues represent comparable 
findings from the questionnaire and interview surveys. 
There is also a high level of agreement on (c) how the 
System alters the way in which the respondents accomplish 
their job; and (d) an increase in the efficiency of the 
subject's work since the System was first introduced. 
Ghaftgaa in the structure of the organization focus on 
the perception that (a) everyone in the respondents’ 
Department needs to know how to use the Y System. 
Changes in the way the Department serves it clients 
show the subjects perceive the Y System (a) is necessary 
for accomplishing the work of the Department, (b) needs to 
be connected to other Departments with whom they work, and 
(c) should be enlarged to include other Departments and 
agencies. Note, the last two issues represent comparable 
findings from the questionnaire and interview surveys. The 
respondents also perceive (d) a positive change in the way 
the agency serves its clients, (e) there are explicit goals 
their agency tries to accomplish, and (f) the current 
computer system is helping the agency accomplish these 
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goals. 
Specific data about the respondent and his/her co¬ 
workers do not uncover any clearly perceived issues. 
Training issues focus on the respondents wanting more 
training . 
Comparison of the literature review 
with the profile and response data 
The review of the literature relating to the topic of 
office automation and human issues indicated change and 
adaptation are necessary for personnel to benefit from the 
electronic office. Profile and response data suggest 
agreement. The majority of the population have made 
beneficial changes and adaptations to office automation by 
(a) personally using a computer in their job, (b) 
perceiving the system alters the way in which they 
accomplish their job, and (c) thinking and feeling their 
transition to an automated system is a positive one. 
However, the subjects do not perceive they have personally 
changed any since the current system was introduced. 
New office advancements were identified as important 
in the literature, but the integration of this technology 
with people was acknowledged as being crucial. For 
example, one rapidly growing human concern in the office 
workplace was ergonomics. Nevertheless, this is not a 
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critical concern of the population studied by the 
investigator. Human problems were also anticipated as 
delaying the progress of office automation in the 
literature; however, the investigator's population did not 
demonstrate a delay in their progression towards office 
automation. For example, fourteen months after the single¬ 
function system was introduced, profile data disclosed 
three—fourths of the population personally use a computer 
in their job. Also, this transition to office automation 
does not seem unduly long compared to implementation of 
automated systems reported in the literature. One source 
indicated planning to implementation of a computer system 
could take from ten to twenty years (Foley, 1980); another 
source inferred it could take two years to build the first 
pilot program (Meyer, 1983). 
A sign of personnel having difficulty undergoing 
office automation is their quitting of jobs due to lack of 
computer involvement. A sign of organizations having 
difficulty undergoing office automation is the elimination 
of personnel due to a lack of computer skills. One study 
cited in the literature reported almost half of the 
organizations surveyed preferred to hire workers with 
computer skills rather than retrain their own personnel 
(Pilla , 1985). Within the population the investigator 
studied, a good indication of personnel not quitting jobs 
or the Department not hiring workers with computer skills 
219 
three fourths of the subjects are female, and almost half 
of the females learned to use the system from a female 
supervisor while a third learned to use the system from a 
co worker, and (c) three-fourths of the supervisors had no 
prior experience with a computer system yet supervise 
others who use a computer. 
The literature indicated that although the task of 
automating the office appears complex, the managing of the 
office is familiar. For example, there is familiarity in 
. . . work flows, work rules, personnel, and timetables 
for change . . . (Kleinschrod, 1980, p. 29). The profile 
data suggest this phenomenon is credible as three-fourths 
of the supervisors (a) have worked for the Department from 
eleven to twenty or more years, (b) supervise others who 
use a computer, and (c) are sixty or over years of age. 
These findings not only suggest familiarity but harmony as 
well. Furthermore, perhaps this familiarity and harmony in 
the environment has added to the effectiveness of the sub¬ 
department's transition to office automation. The 
literature supports this thinking: "If the environment is 
discordant, problems introducing computers are magnified" 
(Feigenbaum and McCorduck, 1983, p. 195). 
The literature indicated managerial function was 
expected to play a critical role in the electronic office. 
Moreover, managerial involvement with computers was 
expected to create changes in how managerial 
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responsibilities were carried out. Also cited in the 
literature was a study reporting ten percent of the 
executives and professionals surveyed used computers 
themselves (Kiechell, 1983). Data in the investigator’s 
study demonstrate neither agreement or disagreement with 
these findings. The profile data reveal four-fifths of the 
managers had prior experience with a computer system but 
only half personally use a computer in their job. Another 
reference in the literature offers a possible answer to the 
discrepancy between management's critical role in the 
automated office and their low level of direct involvement 
with computers in their job. Patterson (1984) stated. ". . 
. It can be argued that CEOs have always managed many parts 
of the business that they haven't understood in depth" (p. 
58). Perhaps managers who manage offices and others who 
directly use computers—rather than employing a computer 
themselves—fall into this realm. On the other hand, the 
literature also pointed out there are phases of office 
automation with the latter phase concentrating on enhancing 
executive productivity (Morgello, 1981). Perhaps, 
influence of direct computer involvement by managers is yet 
to come . 
The last comparison between the review of the 
literature and the investigator's conclusions concerns 
productivity and worker satisfaction. The literature 
indicated the goals of office automation are to improve 
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both (Martin, 1982). The response data reinforce this 
achievement. The subjects perceive an increase in the 
efficiency of their work since their computer system was 
first introduced, a positive change in the way the agency 
serves its clients, and a positive transition to office 
automation. 
Conclusions 
Fourteen to fifteen months after a sub-department in a 
state agency automated office functions, change and non¬ 
change is perceived by the population. These changes 
involve (a) personal changes in the System user, (b) 
changes in the System users job, (c) changes in the 
structure of the organization, and (d) changes in the way 
the Department serves its clients. Specific data were also 
gathered concerning (e) the respondent and his/her co¬ 
workers and (f) training. 
The following fourteen conclusions are drawn from the 
research data: 
1. System users within a sub-department of a large 
state agency perceive their transition to an automated 
system as positive. 
2. System users within a sub-department of a large 
state agency perceive they have not changed personally 
since the current system was introduced. 
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3. System users within a sub-department of a large 
state agency perceive the Y System is necessary for the job 
the respondents do in that agency. 
4* System users within a sub-department of a large 
state agency perceive the Y System needs to be kept for the 
job they do. 
5. System users within a sub-department of a large 
state agency perceive the Y System alters the way in which 
the respondents accomplish their job. 
6. System users within a sub-department of a large 
state agency perceive an increase in the efficiency of the 
subject's work since the Y System was first introduced. 
7• System users within a sub-department of a large 
state agency feel everyone in their agency needs to know 
how to use the Y System. 
8. System users within a sub-department of a large 
state agency perceive the Y System is necessary for 
accomplishing the work of the agency. 
9. System users within a sub-department of a large 
state agency feel the Y System needs to be connected to 
other sub-departments with whom they work. 
10. System users within a sub-department of a large 
state agency feel the Y System needs to be enlarged to 
include other sub-departments and agencies. 
11. System users within a sub-department of a large 
agency perceive a positive change in the way the state 
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agency serves its clients. 
12. System users within a sub-department of a large 
state agency perceive there are explicit goals their agency 
tries to accomplish. 
13. System users within a sub-department of a large 
state agency perceive the Y System is helping the agency 
accomplish these goals. 
14. System users within a sub-department of a large 
state agency want more training. 
Recommendations 
The investigator’s recommendations fall into two 
categories. The first category recommends areas of future 
study as potentially significant research. The second 
category suggests areas for functional application by 
decision makers and information users. 
Future research 
1. The investigator recommends employing additional 
descriptive research within the same agency to further 
explore change. A possible area of interest is union 
inv o1v emen t. 
2. The investigator recommends future research within 
the same agency using descriptive research to identify 
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changes in status after a three year period of time. 
Possible areas of interest are employment security, health 
issues, and direct computer involvement by managers. 
3. The investigator recommends the utilization of 
descriptive research with regard to other public service 
personnel in comparable situations to identify a broader 
population sharing or not sharing the conclusions of this 
study . 
4. The investigator recommends the use of 
correlational research involving an equivalent agency 
fourteen months after a single-function computer 
application has been introduced. The purpose of the 
research is to better understand relationships between 
pairs of variables. Possible variables of interest are 
learning style with regard to computer skills and 
demographic variables (e.g., gender, age, education, and 
position ) . 
5. The investigator recommends the application of 
causal-comparative research involving an equivalent agency 
where multiple-function computer applications have been 
introduced. The purpose of the research is to identify 
possible differences in conclusions due to factors that 
* 
vary. 
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Functional application. 
1. When employing a single-function computer 
application in an office, it is recommended that management 
be aware of users feeling everyone needs to know how to use 
the system. Although having everyone know how to use the 
system may be beneficial, information security might be a 
problem. 
2. When employing a single-function computer 
application in an office, it is recommended enlarging the 
system to incorporate other departments within the users' 
organization as well as between organizations with whom 
the users' organization works. Again, although enlarging 
the system may be beneficial, information security might be 
a problem. 
3. When employing a single-function computer 
application in an office, it is recommended that more 
training is available to users. 
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March 15, 1985 
TO: Staff of The Department of X 
SUBJECT: Assessment of the Y Computer System 
Dear Department Member: 
I would like your help. I would like to assess the 
impact that the current Y System is having on you and the 
job you do for the Department. Attached is a questionnaire 
that will take about 20 minutes to complete. Please take 
what time you need to fill it out as accurately as you can. 
Your individual responses will be kept confidential, as I 
am looking for group responses to using the Y System. 
Please note, if you wish to withdrawal your consent to 
participate in this survey at any time, your request will 
be honored. 
The questionnaire contains questions regarding: (a) 
changes which have happened to you, (b) changes which have 
occurred in your job, (c) changes in the way the Department 
serves its clients, (d) changes in the structure of the 
organization itself, and (e) changes that might have 
occurred in your working conditions and attitudes since the 
Y System was introduced. 
After I have analyzed the returned questionnaires, I will 
select a small sample of you for a 45 minute interview. If 
you happen to be selected for an interview, your permission 
will be sought and your responses kept anonymous. I am 
simply trying to conduct a thorough assessment of how the Y 
System is affecting the work of this Department. The 
information I receive can be used to improve the 
effectiveness of the Y System and to arrange possible 
further training for Department personnel, as well as to 
provide data for a research project I am currently working 
on at the University of Massachusetts. 
When you have finished with the questionnaire, please place 
it in the accompanying envelope and return it to me no 
later than March 22, 1985. Thank you for your cooperation 
and assistance with the assessment project. 
gj n o r- o 1 V 
Barbara Eve 
University of Massachusetts 
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questionnaire # 
department of X 
ASSESSMENT OF THE Y COMPUTER SYSTEM 
Let’s begin with questions about the Y System and your -job. 
—fease check the most appropriate response for you. 
Which of the following categories identifies the type 
of position you have here? 
a. [_] Managerial 
b. [_] Non-managerial 
c. [_] Supervisory 
Do you personally use the computer in your job? 
a. [_] YES b. [_] NO 
IF THE ANSWER IS ”YES”, PLEASE CONTINUE TO THE NEXT 
QUESTION. 
IF THE ANSWER IS ”N0" , PLEASE PROCEED TO QUESTION 6. 
3. What do you use the Y System for? 
a. [_] Looking up applicant information 
b. [_] Data entry 
c. [_] Data retrieval 
d. [_] Scheduling exams 
e. [_] Other:_ 
4. Have computer skills become part of your formal job 
description? 
a. f 1 YES b. [ _] NO 
c. [_] I DON'T KNOW 
5. Has the acquisition of computer skills changed your 
job classification? 
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a- t_1 YES b. [ 1 NO 
c. [ ] I DON'T KNOW 
Have you had any prior experience with a computer 
system? 
a. [_] YES b. [_] NO 
7 . How many computer terminals are there in your work 
ar ea ? 
a. [ 1 None 
b . [ 1 1 
c . [ 1 2 
d . [ ] 3 
e. [ 1 4 
f . [ ] (If more, please indicate how many) 
8. How many workers are there in your work area? 
(Include yourself) 
a. [_] 0-2 
b. [_] 3-5 
c. [_] 6-8 
d. [_] 9-11 
e. [_] 12 or more 
9. Do you supervise others who use the computer? 
a. [_] YES b. [_] NO 
10. Do you use the information that another person can get 
from the computer? 
a. [_] YES b. [_] NO 
IF "YES", PROCEED TO NEXT QUESTION. IF NO, PROCEED TO 
QUESTION 12. 
242 
11. How many times each day do you request such 
information from someone else? 
a. [_] Once a day 
b. [_] Twice a day 
c. [_] Three times a day 
d• t_1 More (Please indicate the number) 
12. From whom did you learn to use the Y System? 
a. [_] A co-worker 
b. [_] A supervisor 
c* [_] An outside trainer 
d. [_] Self-taught 
e . [_] Other : 
Please respond to the following statements regarding 
the Y System. 
13. The Y System is necessary for accomplishing the work 
of The Department. 
a. [ ] Strongly agree 
b. [ ] Agree 
c. [ ] I don * t know 
d. [ _ ] Disagree 
e. [ ] Strongly disagree 
Comment: 
14. The Y System is necessary for the job I do here. 
a. [ ] Strongly agree 
b. [ ] Agree 
I'm not c . [ ] sure 
d. [ ] Disagree 
e. [ J Strongly disagree 
Comment: 
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15. There is still too much paperwork involved in my job. 
a* [_] Strongly agree 
b. [_] Agree 
c* [_] I don’t know 
d • [_] Disagree 
e* [_] Strongly disagree 
Comment: 
The Y System needs to be connected to other 
Departments with whom we work. 
a. [ 1 Strongly agree 
b. [ 1 Agree 
c. [ 1 I don ' t know 
d. [ ] Disagree 
e. [ 1 Strongly disagree 
Comment: 
17. Everyone in our department needs to know how to use 
the Y System. 
a. [ 1 Strongly agree 
b. [ ] Agree 
I don’t know c. [ ] 
d. [ ] Disagree 
e. [ ] Strongly disagree 
Comment: 
18. Everyone in our department needs to be able to use the 
Y System for his/her job. 
a. [ ] Strongly agree 
b. [ ] Agree 
I don't know c. [ ] 
d. [ ] Disagree 
e. [ ] Strongly disagree 
Comment: 
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19. There need to be more terminals available for 
personnel using the Y System. 
a. [ 1 Strongly agree 
b. [ 1 Agree 
c. [ 1 I don't know 
d. [ 1 Disagree 
e. [ 1 Strongly disagree 
Comment: 
20. People have changed the way they behave with one 
another since the introduction of the Y System. 
a. [ 1 Strongly agree 
b . [ ] Agree 
I don't know c. [ 1 
d . [ ] Disagree 
e . [ ] Strongly disagree 
Comment: 
21. Personnel are supervised differently now that the Y 
System is here. 
a. [ ] Strongly agree 
b. [ ] Agree 
I don't know c. [ 1 
d . [ ] Disagree 
e. [ ] Strongly disagree 
Comment: 
22. Personnel who don * t use the Y System are viewed 
differently from those who do. 
a . f ] Strongly agree 
b. r ] Agree 
c . f i I don't know 
d . [ i Disagree 
e . [ ] Strongly disagree 
Comment: 
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Has the introduction of the Y System resulted in any 
of the following changes within The Department? 
23. Have people's jobs/roles changed since the 
introduction of the Y System? 
a. [_] YES b. [_] NO 
c. [_] I DON'T KNOW 
Comment: 
24. Has the acquisition of computer skills had any effect 
on personnel decisions such as hiring, promotion, 
transfers , etc . ? 
a. [_] YES b. [_] NO 
c. [_] I DON’T KNOW 
Comment: 
25. Have new jobs been added? 
a. r 1 YES b. [_] NO 
c. [_] I DON'T KNOW 
Comment: 
26. Have any job descriptions been officially modified? 
a. f ] YES b. [_] NO 
c. [_] I DON’T KNOW 
Comment: 
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27. Have any jobs been eliminated? 
a. [ 
c . [ 
] YES b. 
] I DON'T KNOW 
[_] NO 
Comment: 
28. Briefly describe what you see as the goals of The 
Department. 
29. What difference has Y made in accomplishing these 
goals? (Feel free to discuss both positive and 
negative differences) 
30. Please discuss any additional functions you would like 
to have the Y System perform for The Department. 
31. What else about Y would you like to share with us? 
(For example, other ways in which the computer has 
affected you personally, or your experiences in 
learning to use the computer, etc.) 
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Finally, we need to find out more about you. 
How long have you worked in Massachusetts state 
government? 
a. [ ] 0-5 years 
b. [ ] 6-10 years 
c. [ 1 11-15 years 
d. [ ] 16-20 years 
e. [ 1 Over 20 years 
33. How long have you worked for The Department of 
X? 
a . [ 1 0-5 years 
b . [ ] 6-10 years 
c . [ ] 11-15 years 
d . [ ] 16-20 years 
e. [ ] Over 20 years 
34. Please indicate your gender. 
a.[_] Female b. [_] Male 
35. Into which of the following age categories do you 
fall? 
a. [ ] 19 years or younger 
b. [ ] 20-24 years 
c. [ ] 25-29 years 
d. [ ] 30-34 years 
e. [ ] 35-39 years 
f • 1 _ ] 40-44 years 
«. r ] 45-49 years 
h. [ ] 50-54 years 
i. [ j 55-59 years 
older 
i • [ ] 60 years or 
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36. What is the highest level of education you have 
completed? 
a* [_] Some high school 
b • [_] High school graduate 
Jr* -j Some college or technical school 
d • L_J College or technical school 
graduate 
e* [_] Some graduate work 
f • [._] Graduate degree 
8 • [_] Other 
Into which of the following categories did your 
individual gross income fall for 1984? 
a. [ 1 Under $ 10, ( D00 
b . [ 1 $10,000 to $14,999 
c . [ 1 $15,000 to $19,999 
d . [ 1 $20,000 to $24,999 
e . [ 1 $25,000 to $29,999 
f . f 1 $30,000 to $34,999 
8 • [ 1 $35,000 to $39,999 
h. [ 1 $40,000 to $44,999 
i . [ ] $50,000 or over 
This completes our questionnaire. We thank you for your 
time and cooperation. A summary of our findings will be 
available once the data from this questionnaire and the 
interviews has been analyzed. 
Please return the completed questionnaire in the attached 
envelope no later than March 22. 
THANK YOU 
APPENDIX B 
THE INTERVIEW SURVEY 
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INTERVIEWER MANUAL 
AN EVALUATION OF OFFICE AUTOMATION IN STATE AGENCIES 
THE DEPARTMENT OF X 
POST INTERVIEW 
INTRODUCTION: 
Purpose of the interview: I am here to find out what 
impact the I System Ts having on you and your agency. 
Ethics: I would like to tape record this interview 
only for ttie* purpose of validating the accuracy of my 
questions. The tape recorded interview will be heard by 
three people, all of whom work at Z at the University of 
Massachusetts. Your name will never be mentioned, nor will 
any particular response be connected to you. In addition, 
if you wish to withdrawal your consent to participate in 
this survey at any time, your request will be honored. 
Topics to be covered in this interview: My questions 
will center around what sort of differences have occurred 
here since the present computer system was introduced. I 
am interested in any changes which have happened to: (a) 
you, (b) your job, (c) the way the agency functions in 
serving its clients, (d) the organizational structure 
itself, and (e) any differences you have noticed in the 
work conditions or attitudes here since the present 
computer has been in operation. 
Concerns of the respondent: Do you have any questions 
or concerns before I begin? 
PERSONAL QUESTIONS THAT FOCUS ON THE RESPONDENT: 
1. How would you describe the job you do here? 
- Would you consider it managerial, supervisory, 
or non-managerial? 
2. Do you operate a computer for your work? 
3. Is the computer necessary for the job you do? 
4. Has the Y System changed the way you do your job? 
- What about such work habits as pace, getting the 
job done, and evaluation of your work? 
- What about the way you approach/think/feel about the 
job you have to do? 
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-* * you think you have changed any since the 
current system has been here? 
- Have there been any changes in your health? 
Have there been any changes in personal 
attitudes (e.g., how you interact with others)? 
- Have there been any changes in your professional 
plans (e.g., career development/advancement/ 
change ) ? 
6. Has the Y System been updated since it was first 
introduced? 
- If "YES", 
- In what way? 
- Should there be (further) changes? 
7. Since the Y System was first introduced, has the 
accuracy of your work changed? 
- How do you know/measure/ that? 
8. Since the Y System was first introduced, has the 
efficiency of your work changed? 
- How do you know/measure that? 
9. Has the amount of your paperwork changed since the 
the Y System was introduced? 
- Do you expect this amount to change in the 
future ? 
QUESTIONS THAT FOCUS ON THE RESPONDENT AND HIS/HER CO¬ 
WORKERS: 
10. Who needs to have a basic understanding about how 
the Y System works? 
- Why do you think they need to have a basic 
understanding? 
- Are they expected to have a basic understanding 
about how to use it? 
11. Is everyone in your agency expected to learn to 
use the computer system? 
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- Have they learned to use it? 
— Should they learn to use it? 
12. Do you use information that another person gets 
from the computer? 
- If "YES", 
- What do you use the information for? 
- Is there a reason you don’t get the 
information yourself? 
13. Do others use information that you get for them 
from the computer? 
- If "YES", 
- What do they use the information for? 
- Is there a reason they don't get the 
information themselves? 
14. Are personnel who do not use the Y System viewed 
differently from those who do? 
- If "YES", 
- In what way are they viewed differently? 
15. Have you noticed any changes in the attitudes or 
behavior of your - since the introduction 
of the Y System? 
(Select grouping by respondent’s job category.) 
- Non-managers: Co-workers, supervisors, or 
managers? 
Supervisors: Co-workers, staff or 
managers ? 
Managers: Co-workers or staff? 
- How have they changed? 
- Should they change? 
- Will they change? 
16. Have you (or others) been supervised differently 
since the Y System was introduced? 
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- If yes, 
- How? 
- Should you (or they) be supervised differently? 
- Will there be changes? 
WE'RE OVER HALF-WAY THROUGH THE INTERVIEW AND 
YOU'RE DOING FINE. 
DO WE NEED TO TAKE A BREAK FOR A MINUTE? 
QUESTIONS THAT FOCUS ON TRAINING: 
17. How did you learn to use the present Y System? 
- IF HAS NOT LEARNED TO USE SYSTEM, 
- Would you like to learn to use the System? 
- Why would you like to learn to use it? 
- Proceed to question 20. 
- IF HAS LEARNED TO USE SYSTEM, 
- Was it mandatory or voluntary? 
- Who was involved in the training? 
- Was the training long enough? 
- Would you have liked it to have been done 
differently? 
- How? 
Would you like further training? 
- What would you want that to look like? 
18. What do you do now if you have a particular 
problem with the Y System? 
19. Is there anything that would be useful if you 
needed help while you are at the computer. 
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20. Were there any incentives offered if you took the 
training ? 
- If NO, 
— Would there have been some you would have 
liked? 
- If YES, 
- Describe them. 
- Are there some others you would have liked? 
21. Are there enough terminals available for the 
staff in your area? 
- If "NO”, 
- What would you like the terminal to staff 
ratio to be? 
- If "YES”, 
- What is the present ratio of terminals to 
staff ? 
- Where is the terminal you use located? 
- Is that a convenient place? 
22. How does the present automated system compare to 
the previous automated system? 
- Describe the difference. 
- Is there anything about the present system that 
bothers you? 
- How do you think/feel about your change to an 
automated system? 
QUESTIONS THAT FOCUS ON THE ORGANIZATION: 
23. Has the acquisition of computer skills had any 
effect on personnel decisions such as hiring, 
promotion, transfers, etc. 
- Will it? 
- Should it? 
255 
24. Have jobs been officially added, modified, or 
eliminated ? 
- Will they be? 
- Should they be? 
25. Has the Y System changed the way this agency 
serves its clients? 
- Describe this change. 
- How has it affected the quantity of work being 
done? 
- How has it affected the quality of work being 
done? 
- Have there been any changes in work 
expectations ? 
26. What kinds of things would you like to be able to 
do with the Y System? 
27. Do you think the Y System needs to be kept for the 
job you do? 
- Will your job need any changes? 
- What would these changes look like? 
' 28. Would you like to see the Y System enlarged to 
include other departments and agencies? 
- If "YES", 
- What would be some of the advantages to 
that? 
29. Are there explicit goals this agency tries to 
accomplish? 
- If "NO", or "I DON’T KNOW", 
- Skip to final instructions. 
- If "YES", 
- What are these goals? 
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30. Is the current computer system helping 
accomplish these goals? 
- If "NO", 
- Why do you believe it is not? 
- If "YES”, 
- How is it helping? 
FINAL INSTRUCTIONS 
We are at the end of the interview, and I_ would 
you if there is anything else you would like to 
regarTTingthe T~~System. 
the agency 
like to ask 
mention 
(PLEASE THANK THE INDIVIDUAL FOR THEIR TIME AND INPUT AND TELL 
THEM THEY HAVE BEEN VERY HELPFUL.) 

